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SUMMARY 


PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 

In  October  1999,  Congress  passed  legislation  (Fiscal  Year  2000  Defense 
Appropriations  Act,  Section  8168,  Public  Law  [P.L.]  106-79)  known  as  the  Base 
Efficiency  Project,  allowing  the  Air  Force  to  conduct  a  demonstration  project  at 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Texas.  Subsequently,  in  July  2000,  Congress 
passed  legislation  (Fiscal  Year  2001,  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  Section  136, 
P.L.  1 06-246)  that  supercedes  P.L.  1 06-79.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS),  and  for  consistency  with  terminology 
recognized  by  the  public,  this  project  will  hereinafter  be  referred  to  as  the  Brooks 
City  Base  Project  (BCBP).  The  project  is  intended  to  improve  mission 
effectiveness  and  reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quality  installation  support  at 
Brooks  AFB.  The  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to  evaluate  and  demonstrate 
methods  for  more  efficient  operation  of  military  installations  through  improved 
capital  asset  management  and  greater  reliance  on  the  public  or  private  sector  for 
less  costly  base  support  services,  where  available.  The  purpose  of  the  BCBP 
analyzed  in  this  EIS  is  to  implement  the  legislation. 

The  cost  savings  and  increased  efficiencies  associated  with  the  BCBP  are 
needed  in  response  to  continuing  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  manpower  and 
budget  constraints. 

ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  approach  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  in  this  EIS  was  based  on 
the  range  of  activities  allowed  by  the  1999  Brooks  City  Base  legislation.  The 
Base  Efficiency  Project  described  in  the  legislation  has  the  publicly  stated  goal  to 
improve  mission  effectiveness  while  reducing  the  cost  of  installation  support. 
While  the  legislation  provides  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  various  means 
to  accomplish  its  stated  goals,  the  potential  activities  and  decisions  that  would 
require  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  analysis  include  the  ability  to 
transfer  interest  in  Brooks  AFB  property  to  others  through  fee  simple  deed 
(conveyance)  or  outgrant  (e.g.,  lease,  permit,  or  other  activity  under  which  the  Air 
Force  retains  ownership  of  the  property).  Therefore,  these  two  choices  form  the 
basis  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant  Alternative  to  be  analyzed.  In 
addition,  the  No-Action  Alternative,  under  which  the  BCBP  would  not  be 
implemented,  will  also  be  analyzed. 

Although  the  Air  Force’s  primary  NEPA-related  decisions  regarding  the  BCBP  are 
related  to  conveyance  or  outgrant  of  the  Brooks  AFB  property,  these  actions  will 
have  few,  if  any,  environmental  effects.  However,  the  future  use  of  Brooks  AFB 
property  may  create  environmental  effects.  This  EIS,  therefore,  seeks  to  analyze 
reasonable  land  use  scenarios  to  determine  the  potential  environmental  effects  of 
Air  Force  decisions  regarding  implementation  of  the  BCBP.  Three  land  use 
scenarios  to  be  considered  in  the  impact  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  the 
Outgrant  Alternative  have  been  developed  and  are  analyzed  under  the  Proposed 
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Action  and  Outgrant  Alternative.  Scenario  A  features  development  of  mixed  use, 
research  and  development  park,  traditional  neighborhood  development  (TND), 
light  industrial,  retail/commercial,  and  multi-family  residential  land  uses.  Under 
Scenario  B,  less  mixed  use,  research  and  development,  TND,  and  light  industrial 
would  be  included.  No  retail/commercial  development  would  occur;  however, 
retail  and  commercial  land  uses  are  identified  in  the  description  of  mixed  use 
development.  A  larger  amount  of  multi-family  residential  acreage  is  envisioned. 
Scenario  C  features  a  greater  amount  of  mixed  use  and  multi-family  residential 
and  less  TND  either  Scenario  A  or  B.  All  three  land  use  scenarios  include  varying 
amounts  of  acreage  for  public/open  space  uses. 

These  land  use  descriptions  illustrate  the  best  currently  available  information  on 
future  uses  of  Brooks  AFB  property.  However,  the  scenarios  were  developed  for 
analysis  purposes  only  and  do  not  represent  specific  plans  for  future  development 
of  the  base  property;  they  are  not  legally  binding  on  the  property  recipient.  Future 
development  that  may  occur  after  property  transfer  would  be  constrained  only  by 
CoSA  Master  Planning  or  zoning  regulations  adopted  for  the  area  or  by 
restrictions  or  covenants  in  the  transfer  documentation  prepared  between  the  Air 
Force  and  the  property  recipient. 

Proposed  Action.  The  Air  Force  proposes  to  convey  (transfer  real  estate 
interest  through  fee  simple  deed)  all  or  portions  of  the  approximately  1 ,310  acres 
of  base  real  property  that  can  be  legally  conveyed,  including  facilities  and 
infrastructure,  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio  (CoSA)  or  other  public  or  private  entities 
where  CoSA  would  maintain  control  of  future  development  through  its  planning 
and  zoning  authority.  The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  have  responsibility  for 
remediating  active  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  sites,  including 
enforcement  of  institutional  controls  that  may  exist  for  these  sites.  Recipients 
and/or  users  of  property  where  closed  IRP  sites  are  present  would  be  responsible 
for  enforcement  of  institutional  controls.  CoSA  or  other  entities  would  develop 
transferred  portions  of  the  base  property  in  a  manner  that  is  not  inconsistent  with 
current  Brooks  AFB  operations.  All  base  operating  support  (BOS)  functions 
would  initially  remain  under  Air  Force  control.  Responsibility  for  facility 
maintenance,  roads  and  grounds  maintenance,  police,  fire  protection,  and  utility 
infrastructure  support  would  ultimately  be  transferred  to  CoSA  or  other  entities. 
Transferred  property  and  facilities  necessary  to  continue  the  Air  Force  mission 
would  be  leased  back  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

Retained  Air  Force  properties  are  expected  to  have  land  uses  consistent  with  the 
land  use  scenarios  described  below.  Unlike  transferred  properties,  the  retained 
properties  may  require  continuing  Air  Force  BOS  and  would  be  subject  to 
continuing  Air  Force  decision-making  authority  (e.g.,  NEPA,  Air  Force  real 
property  instructions). 

Outgrant  Alternative.  The  Outgrant  Alternative  would  involve  outgranting  the 
property  to  public  or  private  entities  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  P.L.  1 06-79. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  outgrants  may  include  leases,  licenses,  permits,  or 
rights-of-entry.  Under  this  alternative,  the  Air  Force  would  maintain  continuing 
control  and  responsibility  for  the  property  and  would  have  a  continuing 
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responsibility  to  conduct  NEPA  analysis  as  necessary  as  individual  leases  are 
negotiated. 


The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  have  responsibility  for  remediation  of  active  IRP 
sites,  including  enforcement  of  institutional  controls  that  may  exist  for  these  sites. 
Recipients  and/or  users  of  property  where  closed  IRP  sites  are  present  would  be 
responsible  for  enforcement  of  institutional  controls.  CoSA  or  other  public  or 
private  entities  would  develop  outgranted  portions  of  the  base  property  in  a 
manner  that  is  not  inconsistent  with  current  Brooks  AFB  operations.  All  BOS 
functions  would  initially  remain  under  Air  Force  control.  Responsibility  for  facility 
maintenance,  roads  and  grounds  maintenance,  police,  fire  protection,  and  utility 
infrastructure  support  could  be  transferred  to  CoSA  or  other  entities,  if  feasible. 
For  analysis  purposes.  Air  Force  organizations  are,  in  general,  expected  to 
remain  within  the  primary  facilities  they  currently  occupy. 

Land  Use  Scenarios.  Once  land  has  been  transferred  or  outgranted  to  CoSA  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  vacant  land  could  be  developed  through  the 
construction  of  new  facilities  and  infrastructure.  Existing  facilities  would  continue 
to  be  used  by  current  Air  Force  activities,  converted  to  other  uses,  or  demolished. 
The  three  land  use  scenarios  developed  for  analysis  in  this  FIS  represent  varying 
approaches  to  implementation  of  the  BCBP  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  range  of 
potential  development  and  associated  impacts  that  may  occur.  In  other  words, 
the  potential  environmental  impacts  to  be  considered  are  based  on  the  types  and 
intensities  of  land  use  identified  for  each  scenario,  regardless  of  whether  the  Air 
Force  retains  ownership  or  conveys  the  property. 

No-Action  Alternative.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  BCBP  would  not  be 
implemented.  Conveyance  or  outgrant  of  base  property  would  not  occur,  and 
current  operations  on  Brooks  AFB  would  continue.  The  Air  Force  would  continue 
to  incur  BOS  and  maintenance  costs. 


SCOPE  OF  STUDY 


The  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  an  FIS  for  the  BCBP  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  June  1 6,  2000.  Notification  of  public  scoping  was  also  made  through 
local  media,  as  well  as  through  letters  to  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and 
officials  and  interested  groups  and  individuals.  A  public  scoping  meeting  was 
held  on  July  12,  2000,  to  solicit  comments  and  concerns  from  the  general  public 
on  the  future  development  of  Brooks  AFB  property.  The  verbal  and  written 
comments  and  concerns  received  at  this  meeting,  as  well  as  information  from 
other  sources,  were  used  to  help  determine  the  scope  and  direction  of  studies 
and  analyses  required  to  accomplish  this  EIS. 

This  EIS  discusses  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  No-Action 
Alternative.  In  order  to  establish  the  context  in  which  these  environmental 
impacts  may  occur,  potential  changes  in  employment,  income,  and  population, 
land  use  and  aesthetics,  transportation,  and  utility  services  are  discussed  as 
influencing  factors.  Issues  related  to  current  and  future  management  of 
hazardous  materials  and  solid  and  hazardous  wastes  are  also  discussed. 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


S-3 


Potential  impacts  to  the  physical  and  natural  environment  are  evaluated  for 
geology  and  soils,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and 
cultural  resources.  These  impacts  may  occur  as  a  direct  result  of  the 
implementation  of  the  BCBP,  or  as  an  indirect  result  of  changes  to  the  local 
community.  Finally,  this  EIS  discusses  the  potential  environmental  justice 
impacts  to  minority  and  low-income  populations. 

The  baseline  for  this  EIS  against  which  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant 
Alternative,  and  No-Action  Alternative  are  analyzed  consists  of  the  current 
operating  conditions,  using  1998  to  2000  data. 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

This  EIS  considers  environmental  impacts  of  the  implementation  of  the  BCBP 
and  portrays  three  land  use  scenarios  to  cover  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
uses  of  the  property  and  facilities  by  others. 

Under  all  alternatives,  increases  in  employment,  population,  utilities,  traffic 
(including  roadway  level  of  service),  water  resources,  noise,  and  air  emissions 
would  be  minimal  compared  to  increases  associated  with  projected  regional 
growth.  Potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  for  the  20-year 
analysis  period  are  described  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

Options  for  mitigating  potential  environmental  impacts  that  might  result  from 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant  Alternative  are  presented 
and  discussed  within  each  resource  section.  Because  potential  environmental 
impacts  would  result  directly  from  the  use  of  the  property  after  transfer  or 
outgrant,  responsibility  for  implementation  of  these  suggested  mitigations  would 
be  borne  primarily  by  property  recipients  or  users.  In  a  few  cases  (e.g.,  wetlands, 
cultural  resources  protection),  the  Air  Force  could  impose  mitigation  requirements 
on  property  recipients  and/or  users  by  deed  covenants  or  lease  restrictions.  The 
remediation  of  sites  under  the  IRP  and  other  applicable  regulatory  programs  is, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  the  responsibility  of  the  Air  Force.  Mitigation  suggestions 
for  affected  resource  areas,  where  appropriate,  are  summarized  along  with  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  No- 
Action  Alternative. 


PROPOSED  ACTION 


As  noted  above,  three  land  use  scenarios  (Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C)  were 
considered  to  address  potential  impacts  associated  with  future  use  of  base 
property.  This  methodology  was  employed  because,  although  the  transfer  or 
outgrant  of  base  property  will  have  few,  if  any,  direct  effects,  future  use  and 
control  of  property  by  others  will  create  indirect  effects.  The  land  use  scenarios 
represent  varying  approaches  to  implementing  the  BCBP  in  order  to  demonstrate 
the  range  of  potential  development  and  associated  impacts  that  may  occur  under 
the  BCBP. 

Local  Community.  Implementation  of  the  BCBP  could  result  in  an  increase  in 
employment,  income,  and  population  in  the  San  Antonio  Metropolitan  Statistical 
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Area  (MSA),  which  comprises  Bexar,  Comai,  Guadaiupe,  and  Wiison  counties. 
Scenario  A  is  expected  to  generate  a  totai  of  1 1 ,083  additionai  direct  jobs  by 
2020.  The  additionai  direct  and  indirect  empioyment  associated  with  Scenario  A 
by  2020  is  expected  to  be  20,280,  an  increase  of  1 .84  percent  over  the  projected 
ieveis  of  empioyment  under  the  No-Action  Aiternative.  Under  Scenario  A,  the 
direct  and  indirect  empioyment  is  projected  to  increase  the  San  Antonio  MSA 
popuiation  by  24,01 1  by  2020,  an  increase  of  1 .1 7  percent  over  the  projected 
popuiation  under  the  No-Action  Aiternative.  A  number  of  factors  expiain  the  iow 
net  popuiation  increase  compared  to  the  number  of  jobs  generated.  These 
inciude  the  phenomenon  of  two-income  or  two-job  househoids,  an  increase  in 
iabor  force  participation  rates  in  response  to  new  empioyment  opportunities  that 
wouid  siow  down  the  need  for  inmigrants  to  fiii  the  jobs,  and  an  inmigration  time 
iag  in  response  to  the  new  jobs  not  fiiied  by  existing  residents  of  the  MSA.  Under 
Scenario  A,  income  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  by 
$1 .366  biiiion,  an  increase  of  1 .54  percent  over  the  projected  ieveis  under  the 
No-Action  Aiternative.  increases  to  empioyment,  income,  and  popuiation  wouid 
be  iess  for  Scenario  B,  but  more  for  Scenario  C  than  for  Scenario  A.  Because 
project-reiated  growth  wouid  represent  oniy  a  smaii  increase  over  the  totai 
projected  regionai  growth,  no  significant  impacts  to  empioyment,  income,  or 
popuiation  are  expected  from  impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required. 

Land  Use  and  Aesthetics.  The  iand  uses  featured  in  this  EiS  wouid  be 
compatibie  with  surrounding  existing  and  future  pianned  iand  uses.  The  new 
deveiopment  wouid  maintain  the  architecturai  theme  that  currentiy  exists  on  the 
base.  Appropriate  design  and  iandscaping  wouid  be  used  to  maintain  the  existing 
viewsheds  that  are  present  on  base  and  off  base.  Because  the  iand  uses  wouid 
be  compatibie  with  surrounding  iand  uses  and  visuai  sensitivity  wouid  be  retained, 
no  significant  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required. 

Transportation.  The  performance  of  a  roadway  segment  is  generaiiy  expressed 
in  terms  of  ievei  of  service  (LOS).  The  LOS  scaie  ranges  from  A  to  F,  based 
upon  a  voiume-to-capacity  ratio.  LOS  A,  B,  and  C  are  considered  good  driving 
conditions  with  minor  or  toierabie  deiays  by  motorists.  LOS  D,  E,  and  F  are 
considered  poor  to  compieteiy  jammed  road  situations.  Under  Scenario  A  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  LOS  on  7  of  the  25  road  segments  anaiyzed  wouid  be  degraded 
to  LOS  D  or  iower  by  2020  because  of  the  projected  increase  in  traffic.  Under 
Scenario  B,  LOS  on  5  of  the  25  road  segments  anaiyzed  wouid  be  degraded  to 
LOS  D  or  iower  by  2020.  Under  Scenario  C,  LOS  on  6  of  the  25  road  segments 
anaiyzed  wouid  degrade  to  LOS  D  or  iower  by  2020. 

Because  there  are  oniy  minimai  adverse  impacts  to  transportation  associated 
with  impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures  are  not 
required.  However,  measures  are  avaiiabie  to  the  property  recipient  and/or  users 
to  bring  the  segments  with  unacceptabie  LOS  to  an  acceptabie  LOS  by  2020. 
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These  measures  include  modifications  to  the  local  road  network  such  as 
additional  traffic  lanes  and  intersection  improvements.  Carpool  and  vanpool 
programs,  utilization  of  available  mass  transit,  and  flexible  work  schedules  that 
allow  employees  to  travel  to  work  during  less  congested  hours,  are  additional 
measures  that  could  be  implemented. 

Utilities.  Under  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  including  the  No-Action 
Alternative,  projected  region  of  influence  (ROI)  utility  demands  in  2020  would  be 
greater  than  baseline  demands  for  all  utilities.  This  increase  is  associated  with 
projected  regional  growth  (No-Action  Alternative).  Under  the  Proposed  Action, 
there  would  be  an  increased  utility  demand  that  would  result  from  the 
development  of  Brooks  AFB  and  from  localized  increases  in  utility  consumption. 
Utility  systems  in  the  region  would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity,  and  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated.  Under  all  alternatives,  increases  in  potable 
water  usage  resulting  from  development  and  increased  population  on  Brooks 
AFB  would  be  off-set  by  a  recycled  water  distribution  system  to  be  constructed  on 
base  by  the  San  Antonio  Water  System  (SAWS).  This  recycled  water  distribution 
system  is  expected  to  reduce  on-base  potable  water  consumption  by  up  to 
0.25  million  gallons  per  day. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  quantity  of 
hazardous  materials  utilized  could  increase  due  to  new  development.  If  an 
increase  in  hazardous  materials  usage  occurs,  an  implementation  plan  and  a 
Toxic  Release  Inventory  may  need  to  be  prepared  by  the  property  recipient 
and/or  user.  Hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage, 
radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations  and  laws  by  the  property  recipient  and/or  user.  No 
significant  impacts  to  hazardous  materials  management  are  anticipated  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required. 

Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  By  2020,  approximately  9,000  tons 
of  solid  waste  are  projected  to  be  generated  per  day  in  the  ROI.  Solid  waste 
generation  would  increase  under  all  land  use  scenarios;  however,  these 
quantities  would  be  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  total  projected  solid  waste 
generation  within  the  ROI,  and  are  within  the  ROI’s  landfill  capacity.  Scenario  C, 
which  represents  the  scenario  with  the  largest  increase  over  baseline  levels  in 
solid  waste  generation,  would  generate  37  tons  more  solid  waste  over  baseline 
conditions,  0.38  percent  of  the  total  ROI  generation.  No  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  quantity  of  hazardous  waste  generated  could 
increase  due  to  new  development.  Hazardous  waste  management,  asbestos, 
medical/biohazardous  waste,  and  lead-based  paint  would  be  managed  in 
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accordance  with  applicable  regulations  by  the  property  recipient  and/or  user.  No 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Air  Force  is  responsible  for  remediation  of  all  active  IRP  sites  on  Brooks  AFB 
and  is  committed  to  continue  IRP  activities.  All  development  associated  with  the 
BCBP  would  occur  on  land  that  has  been  determined  to  pose  no  risk  to  human 
health  or  the  environment.  Property  associated  with  active  IRP  sites  and/or  areas 
of  concern  (AOCs)  that  is  not  appropriate  for  development  would  be  avoided  and 
designated  as  open  space.  Development  of  some  properties  may  be  delayed  or 
land  use  restrictions  may  be  required  for  certain  former  IRP  sites  or  AOCs. 
However,  active  coordination  and  planning  between  the  Air  Force  and  property 
recipient  and/or  user  could  minimize  the  impact  to  property  transfer  and  land  use 
restrictions  that  result  from  the  presence  of  IRP  sites  or  AOCs. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified  for  hazardous  waste 
management,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Geology  and  Soils.  The  Proposed  Action  is  unlikely  to  affect  the  local  geology 
and  sedimentation  patterns  at  Brooks  AFB.  Structural  movements  or  changes  in 
seismicity  are  not  anticipated.  Effects  on  regional  soils  would  be  minimal  and 
would  result  primarily  from  ground  disturbance  associated  with  facility 
construction,  renovation,  demolition,  and  infrastructure  improvements.  Short¬ 
term  impacts  could  occur  during  ground-disturbing  activities  such  as  demolition  of 
facilities,  the  removal  of  vegetation,  or  grading.  Each  developer  disturbing  1  acre 
or  more  would  be  required  to  obtain  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  permit  and  prepare  a  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 
(SWPPP)  before  beginning  construction.  The  NPDES  permit  and  SWPPP  would 
outline  strict  limitations  designed  to  prevent  soil  erosion,  and  would  minimize  any 
impacts  to  soils  and  geology.  Use  of  best  management  practices  and  controls 
would  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion  of  disturbed  soils. 

Because  no  adverse  geology  and  soils  impacts  have  been  identified,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Water  Resources.  The  changes  in  impervious  surface  areas  were  assessed 
using  a  comparison  of  existing  land  uses  and  the  projected  land  uses  under 
Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C.  It  is  expected  that  the  development  associated  with  the 
BCBP  would  cause  an  increase  in  impervious  surfaces  of  approximately 
1 0  percent.  It  is  unlikely  that  such  a  small  change  would  cause  an  increase  in 
storm  water  runoff.  In  addition,  because  the  project  sites  are  already  moderately 
developed,  the  projected  additional  construction  is  not  expected  to  substantially 
alter  the  surface  runoff.  Proposed  activities  may  be  subject  to  NPDES  and/or 
Texas  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (TPDES)  permit  requirements  for 
storm  water  discharge  during  and  after  the  construction  period.  Implementation 
of  the  NPDES,  TPDES,  and  SWPPP  requirements  would  protect  water  quality 
and  should  minimize  any  impacts  to  water  resources.  No  new  development 
would  occur  within  delineated  floodplains.  Water  demands  for  activities 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  are  expected  to  increase;  however,  the 
projected  water  demand  has  been  considered  by  SAWS  in  planning  for  regional 
growth.  A  portion  of  the  increased  water  demand  on  Brooks  AFB  would  be  off- 
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set  by  the  construction  of  a  recycled  water  distribution  system  for  irrigation.  No 
impacts  to  groundwater  recharge,  flow  patterns,  water  supply,  or  floodplains  are 
anticipated,  and  water  quality  is  not  expected  to  be  degraded. 

Air  Quality.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  emissions  from  construction  activities 
would  create  elevated  short-term  concentrations  at  receptors  close  to 
construction  activities.  Emissions  may  produce  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs) 
in  small  quantities;  however,  these  emissions  would  not  increase  the  existing 
HAPs  to  a  significant  level.  The  potential  to  emit  criteria  pollutants  (carbon 
monoxide,  nitrogen  oxide,  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  sulfur  dioxide,  and  volatile  organic  compounds)  would  be  less  than  the 
250-ton  per  year  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  threshold,  and  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Due  to  the  uncertain  status  of  the  8-hour  ozone  standard  and  the  current 
attainment  status  of  the  area,  this  project  is  not  currently  subject  to  general 
conformity.  However,  if  and  when  the  area  is  redesignated  as  nonattainment, 
and  the  project  becomes  subject  to  general  conformity,  the  impact  of  the  project 
will  be  re-evaluated,  as  necessary,  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  general 
conformity. 

Noise.  Noise  levels  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase  by  2020  due  to 
the  increased  traffic  volumes.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  estimated  noise  levels 
on  sensitive  receptors  would  be  between  63  and  67  decibels,  an  increase  of  up  to 
3  decibels  over  the  projected  No-Action  Alternative  noise  levels.  No  significant 
impacts  are  expected. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  noise  impacts  have  been  identified,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Biological  Resources.  No  federally  or  state-listed  rare,  threatened,  or 
endangered  plant  or  wildlife  species  are  known  to  occur  on  Brooks  AFB. 
Construction  activities  would  create  ground  disturbance  and  short-term  impacts  to 
vegetation  and  wildlife.  Wetlands  present  on  Brooks  AFB  are  within  areas  that 
would  not  be  developed  or  disturbed  under  the  BCBP.  No  significant  impacts 
have  been  identified  for  biological  resources. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  biological  resources  impacts  have  been 
identified,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cultural  Resources.  Brooks  AFB  has  been  surveyed  for  prehistoric  and  historic 
archaeological  resources  and  no  such  resources  were  identified.  Therefore, 
there  are  no  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological  properties  likely  to  be  affected 
under  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  no  traditional  cultural  properties  have 
been  identified  within  Brooks  AFB.  However,  if  such  properties  are  uncovered 
during  construction,  they  will  be  protected,  and  the  appropriate  state  and  federal 
agencies  will  be  contacted. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Air  Force  could  transfer  property  that 
encompasses  currently  identified  historic  properties  and  properties  that  have 
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been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  In  addition,  a  historic  building  evaluation,  under  the  Man-in-Space 
historic  context,  is  in  progress  and  may  identify  additional  historic  properties. 
These  properties  may  be  historically  significant  for  their  association  with  medical 
research  supporting  the  American  Space  Program.  Each  of  the  identified  historic 
properties  has  the  potential  to  be  adversely  affected  by  activities  (e.g.,  renovation, 
demolition)  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Once  the  historic  building 
evaluation  of  facilities  within  the  U.S.  Air  Force  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine 
(SAM)  -100  series  buildings  area  and  the  Veterinarian  Science  Support  Colony  is 
completed,  any  historic  properties  identified  within  those  areas  could  also  be 
adversely  affected  by  these  land  uses.  Potential  adverse  effects  on  historic 
properties  have  been  considered  during  the  preparation  of  this  EIS.  Potential 
adverse  effects  on  any  historic  buildings  and  structures  (e.g.,  demolition, 
renovation),  either  currently  identified  or  identified  as  the  result  of  the  Man-in- 
Space  historic  building  evaluation,  would  be  reduced  to  nonadverse  levels 
through  measures  agreed  upon  by  the  Air  Force,  the  Texas  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  and,  as  appropriate,  the  CoSA  Historic  Preservation  Officer, 
the  San  Antonio  Conservation  Society,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation. 

Environmental  Justice.  Based  on  the  analysis  presented  in  this  EIS,  no 
significant  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  from  implementation  of  the  BCBP. 
Because  no  significant  adverse  impacts  were  identified,  no  disproportionately 
high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  would  be 
expected,  and  no  environmental  justice  impacts  are  anticipated.  Consequently, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

OUTGRANT  ALTERNATIVE 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action  under  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C,  respectively,  for  local 
community,  land  use  and  aesthetics,  transportation,  geology  and  soils,  water 
resources,  air  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  and 
environmental  justice.  The  differences  in  impacts  with  implementation  of  the 
Outgrant  Alternative  with  respect  to  hazardous  materials  management  and  solid 
and  hazardous  waste  management  are  described  below. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Only  DOD  or  a  military  member  assigned 
to  military  family  housing  may  store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic  or  hazardous 
materials  on  DOD  installations,  unless  a  statutory  exception  applies  to  a  non- 
DOD  entity’s  activities.  In  order  to  store  hazardous  materials  on  outgranted 
property,  a  property  user  would  require  a  statutory  exception  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force. 

Hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticides,  radioactive 
materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  by  the  property  outgrant  recipient  and/or  user.  Because  management 
of  hazardous  materials  would  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  Outgrant  Alternative. 
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Because  no  significant  adverse  hazardous  materiais  impacts  have  been 
identified,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  Oniy  DOD  or  a  miiitary  member 
assigned  to  miiitary  famiiy  housing  may  store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic  or 
hazardous  materiais  on  DOD  instaiiations,  uniess  a  statutory  exception  appiies  to 
a  non-DOD  entity’s  activities.  In  order  to  generate  hazardous  waste  on 
outgranted  property,  a  property  user  wouid  require  a  statutory  exception  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Hazardous  waste  management,  asbestos,  medicai/biohazardous  waste,  and 
iead-based  paint  wouid  be  managed  in  accordance  with  appiicabie  reguiations  by 
the  property  recipient  and/or  user.  The  Air  Force  wouid  continue  to  be 
responsibie  for  remediation  of  active  IRP  sites  and  AOCs.  Because  management 
of  hazardous  waste  wouid  be  in  accordance  with  appiicabie  reguiations,  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative. 

Because  no  significant  adverse  soiid  or  hazardous  waste  management  impacts 
have  been  identified,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

NO-ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  no  changes  to  iand  use  and  aesthetics, 
hazardous  materiais  management,  hazardous  waste  management,  geoiogy  and 
soiis,  bioiogicai  resources,  cuiturai  resources,  or  environmentai  justice  are 
expected.  Increases  in  empioyment,  popuiation,  traffic,  utiiity  usage,  soiid  waste, 
water  resources,  air  quaiity,  and  noise  wouid  occur  as  a  resuit  of  the  projected 
regionai  growth  for  the  San  Antonio  MSA.  These  resources  are  discussed  further 
beiow. 

Local  Community.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  as  a  resuit  of  regionai 
growth,  empioyment  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  to 
1 ,003,290  by  2005,  and  to  1 ,104,518  in  2020,  an  increase  of  10.1  percent. 
Empioyment  ieveis  at  Brooks  AFB  are  projected  to  stay  constant  at  the  present 
ievei  of  3,844  civiiian  and  miiitary  personnei  from  2001  to  2020.  Personai  income 
in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  to  $50.04  biiiion  by  2005,  and  to 
$88.5  biiiion  by  2020,  representing  an  increase  of  76  percent  between  2005  and 
2020.  The  San  Antonio  MSA,  which  had  an  estimated  popuiation  of  1 .54  miiiion 
in  1 998,  is  projected  to  grow  to  2.06  miiiion  by  2020,  representing  an  increase  of 
18.8  percent.  No  significant  impacts  are  expected  under  the  No-Action 
Aiternative. 

Transportation.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  as  a  resuit  of  projected 
regionai  growth  (unassociated  with  impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or 
Outgrant  Aiternative),  one  roadway  wouid  be  operating  at  LOS  D  or  iower  by 
2020.  New  Braunfeis  Avenue,  north  of  Pecan  Vaiiey  Drive,  wouid  operate  at  LOS 
D  compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseiine  conditions.  Because  the  BCBP  wouid  not 
be  impiemented,  and  no  increase  in  base-reiated  traffic  over  the  20-year  anaiysis 
period  is  projected,  aii  increases  in  traffic  voiumes  and  associated  degradations 
in  LOS  on  key  road  segments  wouid  be  associated  with  regionai  growth.  On- 
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base  roadways  would  continue  to  operate  at  existing  levels,  and  no  impacts  are 
expected. 

Utilities.  Projected  regional  utility  demands  in  2020  would  be  greater  than 
baseline  demands  for  all  utilities.  However,  local  utility  conveyors  have  taken  this 
growth  into  consideration,  and  all  systems  would  continue  to  operate  within 
capacity.  No  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Solid  Waste  Management.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  solid  waste 
generation  would  increase  as  a  result  of  regional  growth.  Some  reductions  are 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  recycling  and  source-reduction  efforts.  No  impacts  to 
solid  waste  are  anticipated. 

Water  Resources.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  no  new  development 
associated  with  the  BCBP  would  occur.  No  impacts  to  water  resources  are 
anticipated. 

Air  Quality.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  on-base  operations  would  continue 
in  compliance  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Any  increases 
in  air  emissions  would  be  a  result  of  regional  growth.  No  air  quality  impacts  are 
anticipated  from  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Noise.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  surface  traffic  noise  in  the  vicinity  of 
Brooks  AFB  would  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  projected  growth  in  the  region. 
No  substantial  increases  in  the  noise  levels  in  the  adjacent  residential  areas  are 
expected. 
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1.0  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


This  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  examines  the  potential  for  impacts  to 
the  environment  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 
(BCBP).  The  BCBP  would  involve  conveyance  of  real  property  at  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB),  Texas,  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio  (CoSA)  or  other  public  or 
private  entities,  and  leaseback  of  facilities  necessary  to  meet  Air  Force  mission 
requirements.  This  document  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969,  as  amended  (42  U.S.  Code  [U.S.C.] 
4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  for 
Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures 
(32  CFR  Part  989).  Appendix  A  provides  a  glossary  of  terms,  acronyms,  and 
abbreviations  used  in  this  document. 


1.1  BACKGROUND 


In  1996,  the  Greater  San  Antonio  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  South  San  Antonio 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  other  community  leaders  began  meeting  with 
Brooks  AFB  officials  to  discuss  ways  the  community  could  help  Brooks  AFB 
reduce  operating  support  costs  and  build  partnerships.  In  late  1997,  the  Air  Force 
announced  it  was  embarking  on  an  initiative  it  termed  “City  Base.”  In  response  to 
this  initiative.  Mayor  Howard  W.  Peak  appointed  the  Brooks  Opportunities  Task 
Force.  The  Task  Force  was  chartered  to  meet  with  the  Air  Force  and  develop 
recommended  actions  for  CoSA  to  pursue  that  would  complement  Air  Force 
planning  activities  and  recommendations. 

In  January  1998,  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  was  finalized  between 
Brooks  AFB  and  the  City  of  San  Antonio  (Appendix  B).  The  MOU  established  the 
basis  for  a  partnership  between  the  two  parties  to  address  their  roles, 
responsibilities,  goals,  and  objectives  with  regard  to  the  future  planning  for  Brooks 
AFB.  The  vision  of  both  parties  is  to  create  a  model  base  of  efficiency  within  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  while  providing  a  continued  source  of 
employment,  economic  well-being,  and  civic  pride  within  the  San  Antonio 
community. 

In  August  1 998,  the  Air  Force  initiated  a  Special  Study  to  determine  the  true  costs 
of  operating  Brooks  AFB,  identify  opportunities  to  pursue  both  public-public  and 
public-private  partnerships,  and  to  quantify  savings  the  Air  Force  could  realize 
from  implementation  of  the  City  Base  initiative.  Additionally,  the  study  identified 
statutory  impediments  to  implementing  the  City  Base  concept  and  made 
recommendations  for  additional  authorities  needed  by  the  Air  Force  to  proceed. 
This  Special  Study  was  completed  in  January  1 999  and  forwarded  to  Congress  in 
March  1999.  The  Brooks  Opportunities  Task  Force  played  a  significant  role  in 
promoting  the  Air  Force  Special  Study  and  in  working  with  key  Congressional 
leaders  to  ensure  Brooks  AFB-specific  legislation  became  a  reality. 
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In  mid-1999,  legislation  to  provide  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  the  authority 
necessary  for  implementation  of  the  City  Base  initiative  was  introduced  as  part  of 
the  National  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  (FY)  2000. 

On  February  29,  2000,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  signed  a  “Concept  Approval 
Letter”  (Appendix  C)  that  addressed  overall  Air  Force  BCBP  planning  and 
direction  in  implementing  the  authorities  provided  under  the  FY  2000  legislation. 

1.2  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

In  October  1999,  Congress  passed  legislation  (Fiscal  Year  2000  Defense 
Appropriations  Act,  Section  8168,  Public  Law  [P.L.]  106-79)  (Appendix  D),  known 
as  the  Base  Efficiency  Project,  allowing  the  Air  Force  to  conduct  a  demonstration 
project  at  Brooks  AFB.  Subsequently,  in  July  2000,  Congress  passed  legislation 
(Fiscal  Year  2001 ,  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  Section  136,  P.L.  106-246)  (see 
Appendix  D)  that  supercedes  P.L.  106-79.  For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  and  for 
consistency  with  terminology  recognized  by  the  public,  this  project  will  hereinafter 
be  referred  to  as  the  BCBP.  The  project  is  intended  to  improve  mission 
effectiveness  and  reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quality  installation  support  at 
Brooks  AFB.  The  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to  evaluate  and  demonstrate 
methods  for  more  efficient  operation  of  military  installations  through  improved 
capital  asset  management  and  greater  reliance  on  the  public  or  private  sector  for 
less  costly  base  support  services,  where  available.  The  authorities  provided  in 
this  legislation  took  effect  on  June  15,  2000,  and  will  expire  on  September  30, 
2004.  The  purpose  of  the  BCBP  analyzed  in  this  EIS  is  to  implement  the 
legislation. 

The  cost  savings  and  increased  efficiencies  associated  with  the  BCBP  are 
needed  in  response  to  continuing  DOD  manpower  and  budget  constraints. 

1 .3  DECISIONS  TO  BE  MADE 

This  EIS  will  provide  information  for  interrelated  decisions  concerning 
implementation  of  the  BCBP.  The  EIS  will  provide  the  decision  maker  and  the 
public  with  the  information  required  to  understand  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  of  future  development  of  Brooks  AFB  property. 

After  considering  the  environmental  information  presented  in  the  EIS,  the  Air 
Force  will  issue  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  addressing  implementation  of  the 
BCBP. 

The  EIS  addresses  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  BCBP.  The  Proposed  Action  is  a  transfer/leaseback  of  Brooks  AFB 
property.  Alternatives  include  Air  Force  outgrant  of  portions  of  the  base,  under 
which  the  Air  Force  would  retain  ownership;  and  the  No-Action  Alternative,  under 
which  the  BCBP  would  not  be  implemented.  The  analysis  examines  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  under  several  different  land  use  scenarios.  This  methodology  was 
employed  because,  although  the  transfer  of  base  property  will  have  few,  if  any, 
direct  effects,  future  use  and  control  of  use  by  others  will  create  indirect  effects. 
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This  EIS,  therefore,  seeks  to  analyze  reasonable  land  use  scenarios  to  determine 
the  potential  indirect  environmental  effects  of  Air  Force  decisions  regarding 
implementation  of  the  BCBP. 

1 .4  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  PROCESS 

The  NEPA  established  a  national  policy  to  protect  the  environment  and  ensure 
that  federal  agencies  consider  the  environmental  effects  of  actions  in  their 
decision  making.  The  CEQ  is  authorized  to  oversee  and  recommend  national 
policies  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  environment  and  has  published  regulations 
that  describe  how  the  NEPA  should  be  implemented.  The  CEQ  regulations 
encourage  federal  agencies  to  develop  and  implement  procedures  that  address 
the  NEPA  process  in  order  to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  effects  on  the 
environment.  Implementation  of  the  NEPA  as  part  of  the  Air  Force  planning  and 
decision-making  process  is  addressed  within  32  CFR  Part  989. 

NEPA  and  the  CEQ  regulations  provide  guidance  on  the  types  of  actions  for 
which  an  EIS  must  be  prepared.  Qnce  it  has  been  determined  that  an  EIS  must 
be  prepared,  the  proponent  must  publish  a  Notice  of  Intent  (NQI)  to  prepare  an 
EIS.  This  formal  announcement  signifies  the  beginning  of  the  scoping  period, 
during  which  major  environmental  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS  are  identified 
through  internal  Air  Force  review  and  study  and  public  and  agency  input.  A  draft 
EIS  (DEIS)  is  prepared,  which  includes  the  following: 

•  A  statement  of  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action 

•  A  description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  including  the 
No-Action  Alternative 

•  A  description  of  the  environment  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives 

•  A  description  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  and  potential  mitigation  measures. 

The  DEIS  for  the  BCBP  was  filed  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  and  will  be  circulated  to  the  interested  public  and  government  agencies  for 
a  period  of  45  days  for  review  and  comment.  During  this  period,  a  public  hearing 
will  be  held  so  that  the  proponent  can  summarize  the  findings  of  the  analysis  and 
receive  input  from  the  affected  public.  At  the  end  of  the  review  period,  all 
substantive  comments  received  must  be  addressed.  A  final  EIS  (FEIS)  is 
produced  that  contains  responses  to  comments,  as  well  as  changes  to  the 
document,  if  necessary. 

The  FEIS  is  then  filed  with  the  U.S.  EPA  and  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  DEIS.  Qnce  the  FEIS  has  been  available  for  at  least  30  days,  the  Air  Force 
may  publish  its  RQD  for  the  action.  A  notice  of  availability  for  the  FEIS  and  RQD 
will  be  published  in  the  San  Antonio  Express-News  upon  completion  of  these 
documents. 
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1.4.1  Scoping  Process 

The  scoping  process  identifies  the  significant  environmentai  issues  reievant  to  the 
future  deveiopment  of  Brooks  AFB  property  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  pubiic 
invoivement  in  deveiopment  of  the  EIS.  The  NOI  (Appendix  E)  to  prepare  an  EIS 
for  the  BCBP  was  pubiished  in  the  Federai  Register  on  June  1 6,  2000. 

Notification  of  pubiic  scoping  was  aiso  made  through  pubiication  of  newspaper 
advertisements  in  the  San  Antonio  Express-News  on  Juiy  2,  7,  and  1 1 , 2000.  In 
addition,  pubiic  scoping  notification  was  made  through  ietters  to  federai,  state, 
and  iocai  agencies  and  officiais  and  interested  groups  and  individuais. 

A  pubiic  scoping  meeting  was  heid  on  Juiy  12,  2000,  at  Siattery  Haii,  9006 
Viiiamain  Road,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  to  soiicit  comments  and  concerns  from  the 
generai  pubiic  on  the  future  deveiopment  of  Brooks  AFB  property.  Approximateiy 
40  peopie  attended  the  meeting.  Representatives  of  the  Air  Force  presented  an 
overview  of  the  meeting  objectives,  agenda,  and  procedures,  and  described  the 
process  and  purpose  for  the  preparation  of  an  EIS.  These  presentations  were 
foiiowed  by  the  pubiic  comment  portion  of  the  meeting.  Verbai  and  written 
comments  received  at  the  meeting,  as  weii  as  NEPA  requirements  and 
information  from  previous  Air  Force  projects,  were  used  to  determine  the  scope 
and  direction  of  studies/anaiyses  to  accompiish  this  EIS. 

1.4.2  Public  Comment  Process 

The  DEIS  was  made  available  for  public  review  and  comment  between 
September  and  November  2000.  Copies  of  the  DEIS  were  made  available  for 
review  in  local  libraries  and  provided  to  those  requesting  copies.  At  a  public 
hearing  held  on  October  25,  2000,  the  Air  Force  presented  the  findings  of  the 
DEIS  and  invited  public  comments.  All  comments  were  reviewed  and  addressed, 
when  applicable,  and  have  been  included  in  their  entirety  in  this  document. 
Responses  to  comments  offering  new  or  changes  to  data  and  questions  about 
the  presentation  of  data  are  also  included.  Comments  simply  stating  facts  or 
opinions,  although  appreciated,  did  not  require  specific  responses.  Chapter  9.0, 
Public  Comments  and  Responses,  more  thoroughly  describes  the  comment  and 
response  process.  Appendix  F  presents  a  listing  of  agencies  and  individuals  who 
have  received  a  copy  of  the  FEIS. 

1 .5  CHANGES  FROM  THE  DEIS  TO  THE  FEIS 

The  text  of  this  EIS  has  been  revised,  where  appropriate,  to  reflect  concerns 
expressed  in  public  comments.  Based  on  comments  received,  sections  of  the 
EIS  have  been  clarified,  updated,  and/or  revised.  The  following  list  summarizes 
major  revisions  to  the  text: 

•  The  text  regarding  the  San  Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park 
has  been  expanded  in  Sections  3.2.2  and  4.2.2,  Land  Use  and 
Aesthetics,  and  3.5.6  and  4.5.6,  Cultural  Resources. 
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•  The  text  in  Section  4.5.2,  Water  Resources,  has  been  expanded  to 
address  measures  that  wouid  be  impiemented  to  controi  surface 
water  runoff  and  minimize  impacts  to  the  historic  acequia  system. 

1 .6  ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

This  EIS  is  organized  into  the  foiiowing  chapters  and  appendices:  This  chapter 
provides  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action.  Chapter  2.0  provides  a  description 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  reasonabie  aiternatives  for  impiementation  of  the 
BCBP.  It  aiso  briefiy  discusses  aiternatives  eiiminated  from  further  consideration. 
Finaiiy,  Chapter  2.0  provides  a  comparative  summary  of  the  environmentai 
effects  of  impiementing  each  of  the  three  iand  use  scenarios  under  the  Proposed 
Action  and  aiternatives.  Chapter  3.0  presents  the  affected  environment  under  the 
baseiine  conditions  of  current  instaiiation  operations,  providing  a  basis  for 
anaiyzing  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  The  resuits  of  the 
environmentai  anaiysis  are  presented  in  Chapter  4.0  and  form  the  basis  for  the 
summary  tabie  at  the  end  of  Chapter  2.0.  Individuais  and  organizations  consuited 
during  preparation  of  the  EIS  are  listed  in  Chapter  5.0;  Chapter  6.0  provides  a  list 
of  the  document’s  preparers;  Chapter  7.0  contains  a  list  of  references;  and 
Chapter  8.0  contains  an  index.  Chapter  9.0  provides  the  public  comments  and 
Air  Force  responses  to  the  DEIS. 

The  following  appendices  accompany  this  document: 

•  Appendix  A  -  A  glossary  of  terms,  acronyms,  and  abbreviations  used 
in  this  document 

•  Appendix  B  -  Memorandum  of  Understanding 

•  Appendix  C  -  Air  Force  Concept  Approval  Letter 

•  Appendix  D  -  Public  Laws 

•  Appendix  E  -  The  NOI  to  prepare  this  EIS 

•  Appendix  F  -  A  list  of  individuals  and  organizations  who  were  sent  a 
copy  of  the  FEIS 

•  Appendix  G  -  A  description  of  the  methods  used  to  evaluate  the 
impacts  of  implementing  the  BCBP 

•  Appendix  H  -  Population,  employment,  and  income  backup  data 

•  Appendix  I  -  Agency  letters  and  certifications. 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


1-5 


1 .7  RELATED  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS 


In  March  1 999,  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Brooks  City  Base 
Concept,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  was  published.  The  document  was 
circulated  for  a  30-day  public  review  period  and  few  public  comments  were 
received.  However,  the  Air  Force  determined  that  insufficient  information 
regarding  the  contemplated  Proposed  Action  was  available  to  finalize  the 
environmental  assessment  (EA).  In  addition,  although  P.L.  106-79  had  been 
proposed,  it  was  not  authorized  until  October  8,  1999,  Therefore,  although  this 
EA  was  not  finalized,  relevant  information  from  the  EA  has  been  used  within  this 
EIS  to  support  the  environmental  analysis. 

In  addition,  the  following  documents  have  been  prepared  separately  for  Brooks 
AFB.  These  documents  were  also  used  to  provide  supporting  information  for  the 
environmental  analysis, 

•  Basewide  Environmental  Baseline  Survey,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 
Texas  (1998) 

•  Final  Environmental  Assessment  for  Utility  System  Privatization, 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  (1999) 

•  Air  Force  Materiel  Command  (AFMC)  Special  Study  for  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base  (1 999), 

1 .8  FEDERAL  PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 

Federal  permits  and  licenses  that  would  potentially  be  required  for  the  BCBP  are 
presented  in  Table  1 ,8-1 ,  The  actual  permit  requirements  will  be  determined 
based  upon  actual  development  proposals.  This  table  does  not  include  state  or 
local  permits  or  licenses  that  may  be  required. 
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Table  1.8-1.  Federal  Permits  and  Licenses  Potentially  Required  for  Implementing  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project*^^ 


Federal  Permit  or  License 

Typical  Activity,  Facility,  or  Category  of  Persons 
Required  to  Obtain  the  Federal  Permit  or  License 

Authority 

Regulatory  Agency 

Air  Emissions  Permits 

Owners  or  operators  of  a  new,  modified,  or  existing 
stationary  source  of  regulated  air  pollutants. 

CAA 

TNRCC  (as  EPA- 
delegated  authority) 

NPDES  permit 

Discharge  of  pollutant  from  any  point  source  into 
Waters  of  the  United  States. 

Title  40  CFR  Parts  123, 

501 ,  and  503  (under  the 
terms  of  an  MOA 
between  U.S.  EPA  and 
TNRCC) 

TNRCC  (as  EPA- 
delegated  authority) 

Hazardous  waste  treatment, 
storage,  or  disposal  facility 
permit 

Owners  or  operators  of  a  new  or  existing  hazardous 
waste  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  facility 

RCRA  as  amended.  Title 
42  U.S.C.  Sections  6901- 
6992k;  Title  40  CFR  Part 
270 

U.S.  EPA,  TNRCC 

Note:  (a)  No  federal  entitlements  have  been  identified. 


CAA 

Clean  Air  Act 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

EPA 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

MOA 

Memorandum  of  Agreement 

NPDES  = 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

RCRA  = 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

TNRCC  = 

Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

U.S.C.  = 

U.S.  Code 
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2.0  ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


2.1  INTRODUCTION 


This  section  describes  the  Proposed  Action,  one  aiternative  (Outgrant 
Aiternative)  to  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  No-Action  Aiternative.  Land  use 
scenarios  appiicabie  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  are 
aiso  inciuded.  The  potentiai  environmentai  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Outgrant  Aiternative  from  impiementation  of  the  associated  iand  use  scenarios 
are  summarized  in  Tabie  2.5-2,  which  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

2.2  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

The  approach  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  in  this  EiS  was  based  on 
the  range  of  activities  aiiowed  by  the  Brooks  City  Base  iegisiation.  The  Base 
Efficiency  Project  described  in  the  iegisiation  has  the  pubiiciy  stated  goai  to 
improve  mission  effectiveness  whiie  reducing  the  cost  of  instaiiation  support. 
Whiie  the  iegisiation  provides  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  various  means 
to  accompiish  its  stated  goais,  the  potentiai  activities  and  decisions  that  wouid 
require  NEPA  anaiysis  inciude  the  abiiity  to  transfer  interest  in  Brooks  AFB 
property  to  others  through  fee  simpie  deed  (conveyance)  or  outgrant  (i.e.,  iease, 
permit,  or  other  activity  under  which  the  Air  Force  retains  ownership  of  the 
property).  Therefore,  these  two  choices  form  the  basis  of  the  Proposed  Action 
and  Outgrant  Aiternative  to  be  anaiyzed.  in  addition,  the  No-Action  Aiternative, 
under  which  the  BCBP  wouid  not  be  impiemented,  wiii  aiso  be  anaiyzed.  The 
Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  are  described  in  Sections  2.2.1  through  2.2.3. 

Aithough  the  Air  Force’s  primary  NEPA-reiated  decisions  regarding  the  BCBP 
are  reiated  to  conveyance  or  outgrant  of  the  Brooks  AFB  property,  these  actions 
wiii  have  few,  if  any,  environmentai  effects.  However,  the  future  use  of 
transferred  Brooks  AFB  property  may  create  environmentai  effects.  This  EiS, 
therefore,  seeks  to  anaiyze  reasonabie  iand  use  scenarios  to  determine  the 
potentiai  environmentai  effects  of  Air  Force  decisions  regarding  impiementation 
of  the  BCBP.  Three  iand  use  scenarios  to  be  considered  in  the  impact  anaiysis 
for  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  are  described  in 
Section  2.3.  These  iand  use  descriptions  iiiustrate  the  best  currentiy  avaiiabie 
information  on  future  uses  of  Brooks  AFB  property.  However,  the  scenarios  were 
deveioped  for  anaiysis  purposes  oniy  and  do  not  represent  specific  pians  for 
future  deveiopment  of  the  base  property;  they  are  not  iegaiiy  binding  on  the 
property  recipient.  Future  deveiopment  that  may  occur  after  property  transfer 
wouid  be  constrained  oniy  by  CoSA  Master  Pianning  or  zoning  reguiations 
adopted  for  the  area  or  by  restrictions  or  covenants  in  the  transfer  documentation 
prepared  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  property  recipient. 

2.2.1  Proposed  Action 

The  Air  Force  proposes  to  convey  (transfer  reai  estate  interest  through  fee 
simpie  deed)  aii  or  portions  of  the  approximateiy  1 ,310  acres  of  base  reai 
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property  that  can  be  legally  conveyed  (some  portions  of  the  property  affected  by 
environmental  contamination  may  be  retained  until  clean-up  solutions  are  In 
place),  Including  facilities  and  Infrastructure,  to  CoSA  or  other  public  or  private 
entitles.  CoSA  would  maintain  control  of  future  development  through  Its  planning 
and  zoning  authority.  The  base  real  property  Includes  265  facilities  and  related 
Infrastructure  with  a  combined  floor  space  of  over  2.2  million  square  feet.  The  Air 
Force  would  continue  to  have  responsibility  for  remediating  active  Installation 
Restoration  Program  (IRP)  sites.  Including  enforcement  of  Institutional  controls 
that  may  exist  for  these  sites.  Recipients  and/or  users  of  property  where  closed 
IRP  sites  are  present  would  be  responsible  for  enforcement  of  Institutional 
controls.  CoSA  or  other  entity  would  develop  transferred  portions  of  the  base 
property  In  a  manner  that  Is  not  Inconsistent  with  current  Brooks  AFB  operations. 
All  base  operating  support  (BOS)  functions  would  Initially  remain  under  Air  Force 
control.  Responsibility  for  facility  maintenance,  roads  and  grounds  maintenance, 
police,  fire  protection,  and  utility  Infrastructure  support  would  ultimately  be 
transferred  to  CoSA  or  other  entitles.  This  would  allow  the  Air  Force  to  reduce 
the  BOS  costs  associated  with  owning  the  property,  while  allowing  continuing 
use  necessary  to  support  Its  missions.  Transferred  property  and  facilities 
necessary  to  continue  the  Air  Force  mission  would  be  leased  back  on  an  as- 
needed  basis.  For  analysis  purposes.  Air  Force  organizations  are.  In  general, 
expected  to  remain  within  the  primary  facilities  they  currently  occupy.  Operating 
leases  of  property/facllltles  could  be  granted  to  the  Air  Force  for  20  years  or 
longer  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Retained  Air  Force  properties  are  expected  to  have  land  uses  consistent  with  the 
land  use  scenarios  described  In  Section  2.3.  Unlike  transferred  properties,  the 
retained  properties  may  require  continuing  Air  Force  BOS  and  would  be  subject 
to  continuing  Air  Force  decislon-making  authority  (e.g.,  NEPA,  Air  Force  real 
property  Instructions). 

2.2.2  Outgrant  Alternative 

The  Outgrant  Alternative  would  Involve  outgranting  all  or  portions  of  the  base 
property  to  public  or  private  entitles  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  P.L.  106-79. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  outgrants  may  Include  leases,  licenses,  permits,  or 
rights-of-entry.  Under  this  alternative,  the  Air  Force  would  maintain  continuing 
control  and  responsibility  for  the  property  and  would  have  a  continuing 
responsibility  to  conduct  NEPA  analysis  as  necessary  as  Individual  leases  are 
negotiated. 

The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  have  responsibility  for  remediating  active  IRP 
sites.  Including  enforcement  of  Institutional  controls  that  may  exist  for  these  sites. 
Recipients  and/or  users  of  property  where  closed  IRP  sites  are  present  would  be 
responsible  for  enforcement  of  Institutional  controls.  CoSA  or  other  public  or 
private  entitles  would  develop  outgranted  portions  of  the  base  property  In  a 
manner  that  Is  not  Inconsistent  with  current  Brooks  AFB  operations.  All  BOS 
functions  would  Initially  remain  under  Air  Force  control.  Responsibility  for  facility 
maintenance,  roads  and  grounds  maintenance,  police,  fire  protection,  and  utility 
Infrastructure  support  could  be  transferred  to  CoSA  or  other  entitles.  If  feasible. 
For  analysis  purposes.  Air  Force  organizations  are.  In  general,  expected  to 
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remain  within  the  primary  faciiities  they  currentiy  occupy.  Outgrants  of 
property/faciiities  couid  be  granted  by  the  Air  Force  for  20  years  or  ionger  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

2.2.3  No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  the  BCBP  wouid  not  be  impiemented. 
Conveyance  or  outgrant  of  base  property  wouid  not  occur,  and  current 
operations  on  Brooks  AFB  wouid  continue.  The  Air  Force  wouid  continue  to 
incur  BOS  and  maintenance  costs. 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  access  to  the  base  wouid  continue  through  the 
Main  and  Fluman  Systems  Wing  (FISW)  gates;  no  new  access  points  wouid  be 
required.  Increases  in  on-base  roadway  usage  and  utiiity  consumption  above 
baseiine  conditions  are  not  expected  to  occur  under  the  No-Action  Aiternative. 

2.3  LAND  USE  SCENARIOS 

Once  iand  has  been  transferred  or  outgranted  to  CoSA  or  other  pubiic  or  private 
entity,  vacant  iand  couid  be  deveioped  by  construction  of  new  faciiities  and 
infrastructure.  Existing  faciiities  wouid  continue  to  be  used  to  support  current  Air 
Force  activities,  converted  to  support  other  uses,  or  demoiished.  The  iand  use 
scenarios  deveioped  for  anaiysis  in  this  EIS  represent  varying  approaches  to 
impiementation  of  the  BCBP  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  range  of  potentiai 
deveiopment  and  associated  impacts  that  may  occur  under  the  BCBP.  In  other 
words,  the  potential  environmental  impacts  to  be  considered  are  based  on  the 
types  and  intensities  of  land  use  identified  for  each  scenario  whether  the  Air 
Force  retains  ownership  or  conveys  the  property.  Each  land  use  scenario 
description  includes  a  map  of  the  land  uses  identified  for  that  scenario,  as  well  as 
text  descriptions  of  the  types  of  activities  anticipated  within  each  land  use.  While 
not  explicitly  stated  within  each  land  use  description,  most  current  mission 
activities  at  the  base  are  assumed  to  continue  at  existing  levels  for  the  duration 
of  the  20-year  analysis  period.  Although  the  20-year  analysis  period  is  the 
generally  accepted  period  for  conducting  an  analysis  for  an  EIS,  Brooks  AFB 
missions  will  continue  until  the  Air  Force  is  no  longer  in  need  of  facilities  or 
property  to  support  these  missions.  Air  Force  BOS  functions  are  expected  to 
remain  in  place  in  the  short  term  before  transitioning  to  services  provided  by 
CoSA  or  other  entities  within  1  to  2  years  of  project  implementation. 

Development  of  reasonable  land  uses  for  analysis  within  the  EIS  was  based  on  a 
number  of  factors  including  existing  land  and  facility  use,  adjacent  land  use, 
compatibility  with  current  and  potential  future  missions,  desires  of  the  local 
community,  and  information  on  regional  real  estate  markets  and  absorption  rates. 
As  a  part  of  the  planning  process,  a  workshop  was  held  at  Brooks  AFB  on 
February  29  and  March  1, 2000,  to  support  development  of  the  land  use 
scenarios  to  be  analyzed  in  this  EIS.  Representatives  from  the  Air  Force,  CoSA, 
and  other  local  agencies  and  organizations  attended  the  workshop.  The  primary 
purpose  of  the  workshop  was  to  obtain  consensus  on  the  types  of  land  uses 
expected  to  occur  on  Brooks  AFB  with  implementation  of  the  BCBP.  Further 
details  on  the  workshop  are  presented  in  Appendix  G. 
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A  Request  for  Information  (RFI)  was  published  in  the  Commerce  Business  Daily 
and  provided  to  target  audiences  via  trade  journals  and  industry  communiques. 
The  purpose  of  the  RFI  was  to  help  the  Air  Force  determine  the  feasibility  of 
partnering  with  industry,  academia,  and  other  government  agencies  at  Brooks 
AFB  to  enhance  its  aerospace  medicine  and  environmental  and  occupational 
health  mission.  The  base  has  physical  and  information  resources  and  areas  of 
domain  expertise  that  are  unique  and  that  could  have  potential  use  and 
application  beyond  the  base  and  the  Air  Force. 

To  date,  several  responses  have  been  received  to  the  RFI  on  partnership 
opportunities  with  mission  elements  at  Brooks  AFB.  These  responses  are  from 
small  entrepreneurs,  large,  internationally  known  companies,  and  state 
universities  that  have  educational  programs  directly  related  to  mission  elements 
at  Brooks  AFB.  The  mission  organizations  have  reviewed  and  evaluated  the 
responses  and  have  initiated  dialogue  with  potential  mission  partners. 

In  order  to  develop  each  land  use  scenario,  planning  assumptions  were 
developed.  These  planning  assumptions  address  potential  future  land  uses  and 
associated  zoning,  economic  development,  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
transportation.  Details  regarding  development  of  these  assumptions  are 
provided  in  Appendix  G.  Assumptions  were  made  for  the  following: 

•  Employment  and  population  changes  arising  from  implementation  of 
the  different  land  use  scenarios  under  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Outgrant  Alternative 

•  The  proportion  of  ground  disturbance  anticipated  for  each  land  use 
category 

•  The  transportation  and  utility  effects  of  each  scenario 

•  The  anticipated  phasing  of  various  aspects  of  each  scenario  (as 
measured  at  5,  10,  and  20  years). 

For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  has  been  assumed  that: 

•  Current  (non-BOS)  base  activities  would  continue  at  existing  levels 
for  the  20-year  analysis  period 

•  1 0  percent  of  the  new  development  would  occur  within  the  first 
5  years  of  project  implementation 

•  25  percent  of  the  development  would  occur  during  the  next  5  years 

•  The  remaining  65  percent  of  development  would  occur  in  the  last 
10  years  of  project  implementation. 

The  growth  absorption  rates  are  based  on  a  number  of  factors,  including: 

•  Analysis  of  annual  absorption  rates  for  office  and  industrial 
development  in  the  greater  San  Antonio  area 
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•  Infrastructure  or  other  land  development  constraints  expected  as  a 
part  of  the  BCBP  development  process.  Further  details  on  the 
methodology  used  in  this  EIS  are  presented  in  Appendix  G. 

Through  application  of  these  assumptions,  quantitative  figures  have  been 
generated  for  use  in  the  analysis.  Specific  assumptions  developed  for  individual 
scenarios  are  identified  within  the  discussion  of  each  land  use  scenario  below. 

2.3.1  Scenario  A 

Land  uses  under  Scenario  A,  CoSA’s  preferred  land  use  scenario,  are  described 
in  detail  in  the  following  paragraphs,  and  a  summary  is  provided  in  Table  2.3-1 . 
Figure  2.3-1  depicts  the  proposed  land  uses.  The  intent  of  this  scenario  is  to 
promote  a  more  diversified  land  use  base  by  maximizing  the  potential  for 
research  and  development  expansion  and  residential  development. 


Table  2.3-1.  Land  Use  Acreage  -  Scenario  A 


Land  Use 

Acres 

Proposed  Use(s) 

Public/Open  Space 

245 

Green  space,  recreational  facilities,  public 
schools,  public  works  facilities 

Mixed  Use 

212 

Administrative  offices,  professional  and  personal 
services,  community  facilities  (e.g.,  library,  post 
office),  transit  station  (bus  stop,  park-and-ride  lot), 
hotel/conference  center,  restaurants, 
entertainment,  residential  (apartments, 
townhouses) 

TND 

147 

Single-family  detached  houses,  duplexes, 
townhouses,  apartments 

Multi-Family  Residential 

63 

Multi-family  residential  units,  condominiums, 
garden  apartments 

Light  Industrial 

96 

Light  manufacturing,  warehousing,  laboratories 

Research  and  Development  Park 

506 

Biotechnology  research  facilities,  medical 
training/research  facilities,  medical  clinics, 
telecommunications,  educational/vocational 
facilities 

Retail/Commercial 

41 

Drive-through  restaurants,  “big  box”  retail  stores, 
personal  and  professional  services,  gas  stations, 
convenience  stores 

Total 

1,310 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 
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Public/Open  Space.  Under  Scenario  A,  approximately  245  acres  of  land  on 
Brooks  AFB  would  remain  as  public/open  space.  These  areas  would  include 
green  space,  an  existing  sewage  pump  station,  and  existing  recreational  facilities 
such  as  the  golf  course.  Family  Campground,  and  playing  fields.  Part  of  the 
existing  base  golf  course  along  a  possible  new  access  route  to  New  Braunfels 
Avenue  has  been  identified  under  the  Mixed  Use  land  use  under  this  scenario. 
Property  designated  for  open  space  would  also  include  environmentally  sensitive 
areas  such  as  wetlands,  flood-prone  areas,  landfills,  IRP  sites,  and  drainage 
areas.  Land  areas  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  IRP  sites  could  also  include 
schools  and  other  municipal  facilities,  as  well  as  open  space  buffering  between 
the  base  and  residential  development  to  the  southeast. 

Mixed  Use.  Scenario  A  includes  four  Mixed  Use  areas  (212  acres).  The  Mixed 
Use  land  use  includes  a  mix  of  commercial/retail  and  residential  uses  that  have  a 
higher  density  and  intensity  of  uses  than  those  that  support  base  operations. 
These  uses  could  implement  a  transit-oriented  design  (TOD)  approach.  TOD  is 
based  on  land  uses  compatible  with  and  served  primarily  by  mass  transit 
systems  such  as  high-frequency  bus  service,  train,  or  light  rail.  Uses  are 
oriented  toward  pedestrian  users  and  tend  to  be  mixed  together  (e.g.,  housing 
over  shops),  more  concentrated,  of  higher  density  and  intensity  (e.g.,  building  up 
rather  than  out),  and  within  easy  walking  distance  (e.g.,  1 /4-mile  maximum)  of 
one  another.  Automobile-oriented  uses  would  be  discouraged.  The  Mixed  Use 
land  use  would  include  attractive  pedestrian  environments;  pedestrian/bike 
linkages  to  surrounding  areas;  and  easy,  attractive  options  for  travel  by  foot,  bike, 
or  transit.  These  areas  include: 

•  The  northwest  corner  of  the  base 

•  The  west-central  portion  of  the  base  in  an  area  bounded  by  North 
Road,  18th  Street,  West  Gate  Road,  and  the  base  boundary 

•  The  central  portion  of  the  base 

•  The  north-central  portion  of  the  base  in  an  area  between  S.E.  Military 
Drive,  the  residential  area.  North  Road,  and  the  proposed  roadway 
extension  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue  into  the  base. 

The  Mixed  Use  areas  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base  and  at  the  West  Gate 
could  take  advantage  of  the  expected  redevelopment  potential  of  the  South 
Presa  Street  corridor  by  locating  a  transit  station  (bus  stop,  park-and-ride  lot) 
linkage  at  S.E.  Military  Drive  on  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base  (see 
Transportation  in  this  section).  The  park  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base  and 
a  portion  of  the  golf  course  could  be  replaced  by  this  land  use.  All  four  of  the 
mixed  use  areas  under  this  scenario  are  intended  to  be  relatively  compact  “mini¬ 
neighborhoods”  within  the  base.  Land  uses  could  include  administrative  offices; 
professional  services;  residential  uses  such  as  apartments,  townhouses,  and 
condominiums;  support  services;  and  retail  uses  for  the  residential  population 
(both  on  base  and  nearby  residences).  The  types  of  retail  uses  could  include 
restaurants,  delicatessens,  coffee  shops,  dry  cleaners,  and  gift  shops.  Additional 
uses  could  include  hotel  and  entertainment  uses.  Pedestrian  environments  and 
pedestrian/bike  linkages  would  be  within  easy  walking  distance  of  the  Air  Force 
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School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  (SAM)  -100  series  buildings  area  (the  area 
containing  Facilities  100  through  185  and  bordered  by  Perimeter  Road  to  the 
west,  North  Road  to  the  south,  18th  Street  to  the  east,  and  Aerospace  Road  to 
the  north)  and  recreational  facilities. 

Facilities  that  are  currently  utilized  for  the  Base  Exchange,  commissary,  medical 
clinic,  and  finance  and  personnel  departments  are  situated  within  the  area  that 
would  be  designated  as  the  Mixed  Use  Area. 

Traditional  Neighborhood  Development.  The  Traditional  Neighborhood 
Development  (TND)  land  use  can  include  narrow  streets,  reduced  curb  radii, 
alleys,  and  a  mix  of  residential  densities  (single-family  housing,  duplexes, 
townhouses,  and  apartments).  The  TND  land  use  includes  two  areas 
encompassing  approximately  147  acres.  The  first  consists  of  an  area  in  the 
north  portion  of  the  base  that  includes  the  existing  single-family  housing 
(170  units).  This  housing  is  expected  to  be  used  for  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  throughout  the  20-year  analysis  period.  No  new  construction  would 
occur  within  this  area.  Should  the  occupancy  rate  fall  below  an  acceptable  level, 
occupancy  by  nonmilitary  tenants  would  be  considered. 

A  second  single-family  residential  area  would  be  in  the  south-central  part  of  the 
base.  This  area  would  connect  with  and  be  adjacent  to  the  planned  single-family 
residential  development  immediately  south  of  the  base  boundary. 

Multi-Family  Residential.  The  Multi-Family  Residential  land  use  has  been 
assigned  two  areas  comprising  63  acres.  The  first  would  be  in  an  area  near  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  base  along  Bypass  Road,  and  the  second  in  an  area  in 
the  southeast  corner  of  the  base.  Multi-family  residential  units  (e.g.,  garden 
apartments,  condominiums,  multi-family  detached  homes)  and  the  necessary 
infrastructure  and  recreational  facilities  could  be  constructed  in  these  areas. 

Light  Industrial.  An  area  of  light  industrial  land  use  (96  acres)  is  featured  on  the 
east  portion  of  the  base  between  Maitland  Road  and  the  east  base  boundary 
(Goliad  Road).  The  CoSA  Fire  Department  Training  Academy  may  be  included 
within  this  area.  The  Fire  Department  Cadet  Training  Academy  (approximately 
50  acres)  would  include  a  classroom/administration  facility,  a  driving  track,  a 
running  track,  and  a  clean  burn  facility. 

Other  general,  light  industrial  uses  that  could  be  developed  include  light 
manufacturing,  warehouse  distribution  facilities,  printing  plants,  material  testing 
laboratories,  and  assembly  of  data  processing  equipment  and  pre-manufactured 
goods.  These  light  industrial  uses  include  associated  administrative  offices  and 
sales  activities.  This  land  use  could  include  an  open  space  area  adjacent  to 
Goliad  Road  that  would  function  as  a  buffer  to  the  adjacent  land  uses.  This  open 
space  area  currently  contains  a  drainage  ditch  that  will  be  upgraded  by  the 
CoSA,  Public  Works  Department. 

Heavy  industrial  land  uses  (e.g.,  power  plants,  dry  cleaning  plants,  heavy  metal 
plating,  foundries,  storage  yards)  that  would  require  use  of  high  volumes  of 
hazardous  materials,  thus  generating  large  amounts  of  hazardous  waste  or  air 
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emissions,  are  not  inciuded  in  this  iand  use  and  are  not  being  considered  for 
iocation  at  Brooks  AFB. 

Research  and  Development  Park.  A  iarge  portion  of  the  base  (506  acres)  has 
been  assigned  to  research  and  deveiopment  iand  uses.  This  designation  is 
intended  to  take  advantage  of  the  existing  Brooks  AFB  science  and  education 
missions  and  attract  compiementary  uses  with  particuiar  focus  on  medicai 
research  and  training,  medicai  equipment  and  diagnostics,  biotechnoiogy, 
pharmaceuticai  research,  iaser  technoiogy,  information  technoiogy,  and 
environmentai  sciences.  Faciiities  associated  with  these  kinds  of  uses  typicaiiy 
inciude  research  iaboratories,  training  faciiities,  office  buiidings,  ciinics, 
educationai  faciiities,  and  speciaiized  “ciean”  production  faciiities.  The  intent  of 
the  Research  and  Deveiopment  Park  iand  use  is  to  promote  a  ciustered  “campus 
styie”  of  deveiopment  for  these  types  of  uses  to  foster  a  concentrated  research 
environment  for  potentiai  tenants. 

Organizations  that  currentiy  utiiize  faciiities  within  the  area  that  wouid  be 
designated  as  the  Research  and  Deveiopment  Park  inciude  the  Air  Force  Schooi 
of  Aerospace  Medicine,  the  Air  Force  Institute  for  Environmentai  Safety  and 
Occupationai  Heaith  Risk  Anaiysis  (AFIERA),  the  Air  Force  Research 
Laboratory’s  Directed  Energy  Laboratory,  the  31 1th  Human  Systems  Wing  (31 1 
HSW),  and  the  Air  Force  Center  for  Environmentai  Exceiience  (AFCEE). 

The  existing  pavements  associated  with  the  former  airfieid  are  assumed  to 
remain  substantiaiiy  in  piace.  The  pavements  wouid  be  avaiiabie  for  use  as 
streets,  parking  or  storage  areas,  and  faciiity  foundations,  if  feasibie,  or  for 
continued  use  as  testing  and  educationai/training  areas.  Currentiy,  iicenses  for 
use  of  the  former  airfieid  are  heid  by  the  Bexar  County  Sheriff’s  Department, 
Aiamo  Area  Councii  of  Governments,  and  the  San  Antonio  Fire  Department  for 
driver  training;  the  VIA  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO)  for  parking 
new  buses  and  driver  training;  the  H.E.  Butt  Grocery  Company  (HEB)  for  truck 
driver  training;  and  Long  and  Associates,  Inc.,  for  truck  tire  testing. 

Retail/Commercial.  Scenario  A  features  a  retail/commercial  area  (41  acres)  in 
the  northeast  corner  of  the  base.  This  is  intended  to  approximate  the  “big  box” 
type  of  retail  commercial  structures  associated  with  traditional  suburban 
development.  The  types  of  uses  associated  with  “big  box”  development  typically 
include  large-scale  supermarkets;  home  supply  and  hardware  stores;  electronic, 
appliance,  and  furniture  retail  outlets;  automobile  sales  and  repair;  movie 
theatres;  and  other  retail  uses  that  draw  customers  from  a  wide  area  beyond  the 
local  neighborhood.  These  types  of  uses  depend  upon  locations  along  major 
roadways  with  nearby  freeway  access.  They  typically  range  from  300,000  to 
750,000  square  feet  of  gross  leasable  area  and  require  large  parking  lots  to 
accommodate  the  primarily  auto-oriented  traffic.  The  existing  static  aircraft 
display  would  be  relocated  to  another  area  on  Brooks  AFB  or  returned  to  the  Air 
Force  museum.  Another  transit  station  may  be  situated  in  the  northeast  corner  of 
the  base,  close  to  the  intersection  of  Goliad  Road  and  S.E.  Military  Drive. 

Construction  Activities.  The  estimated  amount  of  new  facility  construction 
through  2020  for  each  land  use  under  Scenario  A  is  provided  in  Table  2.3-2. 
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Table  2.3-2.  New  Facility  Construction  (square  feet)  -  Scenario  A 


Land  Use 

2001-2005 

2006-2010 

2011-2020 

Totai 

Pubiic/Open  Space 

7,000 

17,500 

45,500 

70,000 

Mixed  Use 

283,500 

709,000 

1,843,500 

2,836,000 

TND 

55,200 

138,000 

358,800 

552,000 

Muiti-Famiiy  Residentiai 

129,000 

322,500 

838,500 

1,290,000 

Light  Industriai 

73,600 

184,000 

478,400 

736,000 

Research  and  Deveiopment  Park 

148,300 

370,900 

964,400 

1 ,483,600 

Retaii/Commerciai 

48,900 

122,400 

318,200 

489,500 

Totai 

745,500 

1,864,300 

4,847,300 

7,457,100 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Under  Scenario  A,  up  to  250,000  square  feet  of  existing  faciiity  space  couid  be 
demoiished  by  2004.  The  buiidings  to  be  demoiished  wouid  generaiiy  inciude 
smaii,  non-energy-efficient,  wood-frame  and  other  types  of  structures  that  were 
intended  to  be  temporary  or  have  exceeded  their  usefui  iifespan.  This  fioorspace 
wouid  iikeiy  be  repiaced  by  iarger,  more  modern  and  efficient  structures,  as 
indicated  in  Tabie  2.3-2.  It  is  not  known  at  the  current  time  the  exact  faciiity 
space  that  may  be  demoiished.  Specific  pians  for  demoiition  wouid  be 
determined  by  the  property  recipients  and/or  users  subsequent  to  the  pubiication 
of  this  EIS. 

Tabie  2.3-3  summarizes  the  estimated  acreage  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by 
construction  during  each  phase  of  deveiopment  (e.g.,  buiiding  footprints,  parking 
areas,  roads,  utiiities  system  extensions,  sidewaiks). 


Table  2.3-3.  Acres  Disturbed  -  Scenario  A 


Land  Use 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 

2001-2005  2006-2010  2011-2020 

Totai 

Pubiic/Open  Space 

2 

5 

13 

20 

Mixed  Use 

18 

46 

119 

183 

TND 

7 

17 

45 

69 

Muiti-Famiiy  Residentiai 

6 

16 

41 

63 

Light  Industriai 

10 

24 

62 

96 

Research  and  Deveiopment  Park 

30 

74 

192 

296 

Retaii/Commerciai 

4 

10 

27 

41 

Totai 

77 

192 

499 

768 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Employment  and  Population.  Under  Scenario  A,  construction  of  approximateiy 
7.5  miiiion  square  feet  of  new  faciiity  space  by  2020  has  been  estimated.  By 
2020,  activities  under  Scenario  A  are  estimated  to  resuit  in  a  totai  of  14,928 
direct  jobs  (Tabie  2.3-4).  This  number  incorporates  a  3-percent  BOS-reiated 
reduction  in  the  existing  empioyment  of  3,844  at  Brooks  AFB.  In  addition,  the 
on-base  residentiai  popuiation  is  estimated  to  be  4,608  residents  by  2020 
(see  Tabie  2.3-4). 

Transportation.  Under  Scenario  A,  access  to  Brooks  AFB  wouid  be  provided 
through  the  three  existing  gates.  The  Main  Gate  is  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the 
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Table  2.3-4.  On-Site  Employment  and  Population  -  Scenario  A _ 

Direct  Employment*  On-Site  Populations*^* 


Land  Use 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Public/Open  Space 

3 

9 

25 

0 

0 

0 

Mixed  Use 

1,704 

3,430 

7,917 

45 

158 

450 

TND 

0 

0 

0 

841 

1,123 

1,908 

Multi-Family  Residential 

0 

0 

0 

225 

768 

2,250 

Light  Industrial 

165 

577 

1,648 

0 

0 

0 

Research  and  Development  Park 

3,023 

3,555 

4,938 

0 

0 

0 

Retail/Commercial 

58 

153 

400 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

4,953 

7,724 

14,928 

1,091 

2,068 

4,608 

Notes:  (a)  Incorporates  a  3-percent  BOS-related  reduction  in  the  existing  empioyment  of  3,844  at  Brooks  AFB. 
(b)  Inciudes  the  current  on-base  popuiation. 

BOS  =  base  operating  support 

TND  =  Traditionai  Neighborhood  Deveiopment 


base,  off  of  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  west  of  Goliad  Road.  The  HSW  Gate  is  at 
Aerospace  Road  and  S.E.  Military  Drive.  The  West  Gate,  which  is  currently 
closed,  is  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  at  North  Road.  For  planning  purposes,  it 
has  been  assumed  that  this  gate  would  be  reopened.  Three  new  access  points 
would  be  associated  with  Scenario  A  (see  Figure  2.3-1).  An  extension  of  New 
Braunfels  Avenue  would  provide  access  to  the  Mixed  Use  area  and  the  single¬ 
family  residential  areas  in  the  north-central  part  of  the  base.  A  second  access 
point  would  be  added  on  the  south-central  portion  of  the  base.  A  third  access 
point  would  be  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  base  connecting  to  Old  Corpus 
Christ!  Road.  Both  access  points  on  the  south  portion  of  the  base  would  provide 
access  from  South  Presa  Street.  The  new  roadways,  shown  on  Figure  2.3-1 , 
would  provide  access,  which  presently  does  not  exist,  from  the  west  and  south 
sides  of  the  base.  These  two  roadway  extensions  in  the  south  and  southwest 
parts  of  the  base  would  provide  access  to  residential  areas  and  the  southern 
portion  of  the  Research  and  Development  Park.  Two  transit  stations  (bus  stop  or 
park-and-ride  lot)  are  included  along  the  S.E.  Military  Drive  corridor. 

The  redevelopment  would  emphasize  the  need  for  green,  pedestrian/hike/bike 
linkages  between  the  residential  areas  (both  on-base  and  adjacent  residential 
developments),  Public/Open  Spaces,  the  Mixed  Use,  and  Research  and 
Development  Park  uses. 

Based  on  land  use  and  employment  projections,  activities  associated  with 
Scenario  A  are  estimated  to  generate  up  to  80,300  average  daily  vehicle  trips  by 
2020.  Average  daily  trips  account  for  all  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  each  land 
use  on  the  base  over  a  24-hour  period  and  include  vehicle  trips  that  remain  on 
Brooks  AFB.  The  evening  peak-hour  volume  (PHV)  is  estimated  to  be  8,700 
vehicles. 

Utilities.  Estimated  utility  usage  is  based  on  land  use,  projected  population  and 
employment,  building  size,  and  historic  regional  utility  use  rates.  Activities 
associated  with  Scenario  A  are  estimated  to  generate  the  average  utility 
demands  shown  in  Table  2.3-5. 
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Table  2.3-5.  On-Site  Utility  Usage  -  Scenario  A 


Utility 

2005 

2010 

Water  (MGD) 

0.61 

0.82 

1.36 

Wastewater  (MGD) 

0.49 

0.65 

1.07 

Solid  waste  (tons  per  day) 

10.74 

18.36 

38.00 

Electricity  (MkWH  per  day) 

0.22 

0.35 

0.71 

Natural  gas  (MCF  per  day) 

0.61 

1.00 

1.99 

MGD  =  million  gallons  per  day 
MkWH  =  million  kilowatt  hours 
MCF  =  million  cubic  feet 


2.3.2  Scenario  B 


Scenario  B  land  uses  would  be  similar  to  Scenario  A,  with  the  exception  of  the 
variations  within  the  land  uses  discussed  below.  A  summary  of  the  Scenario  B 
land  uses  is  provided  in  Table  2.3-6.  Figure  2.3-2  depicts  land  uses  associated 
with  Scenario  B. 


Table  2.3-6.  Land  Use  Acreage  -  Scenario  B 


Land  Use 

Acres 

Proposed  Use(s) 

Public/Open  Space 

362 

Green  space,  recreational  facilities,  public  schools, 
public  works  facilities 

Mixed  Use 

163 

Hotel/conference  center,  restaurants,  entertainment, 
administrative  offices,  professional  and  personal 
services,  transit  station  (bus  stop,  park-and-ride  lot), 
residential  (apartments,  townhouses),  community 
facilities  (e.g.,  library,  post  office) 

TND 

78 

Single-family  detached  houses,  duplexes,  townhouses, 
apartments 

Multi-Family  Residential 

28 

Multi-family  residential  units,  condominiums,  garden 
apartments 

Light  Industrial 

214 

Light  manufacturing,  warehousing,  laboratories 

Research  and  Development 

465 

Biotechnology  research  facilities,  medical 

Park 

training/research  facilities,  medical  clinics, 
telecommunications,  educational/vocational  facilities 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

Drive-through  restaurants,  “big  box”  retail  stores, 
personal  and  professional  services,  gas  stations, 
convenience  stores 

Total 

1,310 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Public/Open  Space.  Under  Scenario  B,  approximately  362  acres  of  land  on 
Brooks  AFB  would  remain  as  public/open  space.  Land  use  and  development 
would  be  similar  to  that  described  under  Scenario  A. 

Mixed  Use.  Two  Mixed  Use  areas  (163  acres)  are  included  as  part  of 
Scenario  B.  One  area  (27  acres)  would  be  in  the  northeast  corner  of  the  base 
near  the  intersection  of  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Goliad  Road.  It  would  serve  as 
the  gateway  mixed  use  node  for  the  base.  This  area  would  emphasize  TOD  and 
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would  comprise  relatively  intensely  developed,  mixed  residential  and  commercial 
uses.  This  area  could  include  a  hotel  and  conference  center,  limited  retail 
commercial  development,  restaurants,  theaters,  and  offices. 

The  center  of  the  base  (1 36  acres)  would  be  utilized  for  administrative  offices; 
professional  services;  residential  uses  such  as  apartments,  townhouses,  and 
condominiums;  support  service;  and  retail  uses  for  the  residential  population 
(both  on  base  and  nearby  residences).  The  types  of  retail  uses  could  include 
restaurants,  delicatessens,  coffee  shops,  dry  cleaners,  and  gift  shops.  Additional 
uses  could  include  hotel  and  entertainment  uses.  Pedestrian  environments  and 
pedestrian/bike  linkages  would  be  developed  to  connect  other  areas  of  the  base. 

Traditional  Neighborhood  Development.  This  land  use  encompasses 
approximately  78  acres  bounded  on  the  north  by  S.E.  Military  Drive,  on  the  south 
by  North  Road,  on  the  east  by  the  proposed  multi-family  residential  area,  and  on 
the  west  by  5th  Street,  and  includes  the  existing  single-family  housing.  The 
existing  housing  units  are  expected  to  be  used  for  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  throughout  the  20-year  analysis  period.  Should  the  occupancy  rate 
fall  below  an  acceptable  level,  occupancy  by  nonmilitary  tenants  would  be 
considered.  No  new  facility  construction  would  occur  within  this  area. 

Multi-Family  Residential.  A  Multi-Family  Residential  land  uses  (28  acres) 
would  occur  between  the  existing  single-family  residential  area  and  the  proposed 
Mixed  Use  area  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  base.  This  area  is  bounded  by 
North  Road  to  the  east.  First  Street  to  the  southwest,  and  the  base  boundary  to 
the  north.  Multi-family  residential  units  (e.g.,  garden  apartments,  condominiums, 
multi-family  detached  homes)  and  the  necessary  infrastructure  and  recreational 
facilities  could  be  constructed  in  this  area.  The  existing  static  aircraft  display 
would  be  relocated  to  another  area  on  Brooks  AFB  or  returned  to  the  Air  Force 
Museum. 

An  area  west  of  the  single-family  residential  area  has  also  been  assigned  to 
Multi-Family  Residential  land  uses.  This  area  includes  existing  units  (e.g., 
dormitories,  transient  student  lodging  facilities)  situated  around  the  Brooks  Club. 

Light  Industrial.  Under  Scenario  B,  the  light  industrial  area  would  be  expanded 
from  96  to  214  acres  and  include  the  two  former  runways  and  an  area  in  the 
center  of  the  base.  This  land  use  would  exclude  the  Air  Force  Research 
Laboratory's  Directed  Energy  Laboratory  (which  is  part  of  the  Research  and 
Development  Park  land  use)  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base.  Within  the  light 
industrial  area,  land  use  would  be  as  described  in  Scenario  A. 

Research  and  Development  Park.  Under  Scenario  B,  the  remainder  of  the 
base  (465  acres)  has  been  assigned  to  research  and  development  land  uses. 
Potential  uses  would  be  as  described  under  Scenario  A.  Under  this  scenario, 
more  of  the  former  runway  areas  in  the  underdeveloped  southeast  portion  of  the 
base  would  be  devoted  to  light  industrial  (as  opposed  to  research  and 
development)  than  under  Scenario  A.  If  feasible,  the  existing  pavements 
associated  with  the  former  airfield  would  be  available  for  use  as  streets,  parking 
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or  storage  areas,  facility  foundations,  or  for  continued  use  as  testing  and 
educational/training  areas,  as  described  in  Section  2.3.1  for  Scenario  A. 

Construction  Activities.  Under  Scenario  B,  construction  of  approximately 
5  million  square  feet  of  new  facility  space  by  2020  has  been  estimated.  The 
estimated  amount  of  new  facility  construction  through  2020  for  each  land  use 
under  Scenario  B  is  presented  in  Table  2.3-7.  Approximately  83,600  square  feet 
of  existing  facility  space  is  expected  to  be  demolished  by  2004.  It  is  not  known  at 
the  current  time  the  exact  facility  space  that  may  be  demolished.  Specific  plans 
for  demolition  would  be  determined  by  the  property  recipients  and/or  users 
subsequent  to  the  publication  of  this  EIS. 


Table  2.3-7.  New  Facility  Construction  (square  feet) 

-  Scenario  B 

Land  Use  2001-2005 

2006-2010 

2011-2020 

Total 

Public/Open  Space  5,000 

Mixed  Use  150,300 

TND  0 

Multi-Family  Residential  55,300 

Light  Industrial  164,100 

Research  and  Development  Park  133,200 

Retail/Commercial  0 

Total  507,900 

12,400 

375,800 

0 

138.200 

410.200 
333,000 

0 

1,269,600 

32,200 

977,000 

0 

359,500 

1,066,600 

865,700 

0 

3,301,000 

49,600 

1,503,100 

0 

553,000 

1.640.900 

1.331.900 

0 

5,078,500 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 

Table  2.3-8  summarizes  the  estimated  acreage  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by 
construction  during  each  phase  of  development  (e.g.,  building  footprints,  parking 
areas,  roads,  utilities  system  extensions,  sidewalks). 

Table  2.3-8.  Acres  Disturbed  -  Scenario  B 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 

Land  Use 

2001-2005 

2006-2010  2011-2020 

Total 

Public/Open  Space 

2 

5 

13 

20 

Mixed  Use 

13 

31 

82 

126 

TND 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Multi-Family  Residential  3 

7 

18 

28 

Light  Industrial 

21 

54 

139 

214 

Research  and  Development  Park  26 

65 

168 

259 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

65 

162 

420 

647 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 

Employment  and  Population. 

By  2020,  activities  under  Scenario  B  are 

estimated  to  result  in  a  total  of  up  to  13,103  direct  jobs  (Table  2.3-9). 

In  addition. 

on-base  residential  population  is  estimated  to  be  1,873  residents  by  2020  (see 

Table  2.3-9). 
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Table  2.3-9.  On-Site  Employment  and  Population  -  Scenario  B _ 

Direct  Employment^^^  On-Site  Population**^* 


Land  Use 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Public/Open  Space 

26 

37 

68 

0 

0 

0 

Mixed  Use 

1,400 

2,317 

4,703 

21 

74 

210 

TND 

0 

0 

0 

700 

700 

700 

Multi-Family  Residential 

0 

0 

0 

96 

337 

963 

Light  Industrial 

367 

1,286 

3,674 

0 

0 

0 

Research  and  Development  Park 

2,995 

3,457 

4,658 

0 

0 

0 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

4,788 

7,099 

13,103 

817 

1,111 

1,873 

Notes:  (a)  Incorporates  a  3-percent  BOS-related  reduction  in  the  existing  employment  of  3,844  at  Brooks  AFB. 
(b)  Includes  the  current  on-base  population. 

BOS  =  base  operating  support 

TND=  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Transportation.  Access  to  Brooks  AFB  would  be  provided  through  the  three 
existing  gates  and  two  new  access  points  (see  Figure  2.3-2). 

The  two  new  access  points  would  improve  traffic  circulation  within  the  base  and 
improve  connectivity  with  the  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  arterial  roadway 
network.  One  new  access  point  would  be  constructed  on  the  south  side  of  the 
base  connecting  to  South  Presa  Street.  The  second  would  be  at  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  base  connecting  to  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road.  The  new  roadways 
shown  on  Figure  2.3-2  would  provide  access  from  the  west  and  south  sides  of 
the  base,  which  presently  does  not  exist.  The  road  extension  from  South  Presa 
Street  would  provide  a  buffer  between  the  light  industrial  land  uses  to  the  north 
and  the  public/open  space  uses  to  the  south  and  southeast. 

Based  on  land  use  and  employment  projections,  activities  associated  with 
Scenario  B  are  estimated  to  generate  up  to  54,800  average  daily  vehicle  trips  by 
2020.  Average  daily  trips  account  for  all  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  each  land 
use  on  the  base  over  a  24-hour  period  and  include  vehicle  trips  that  remain  on 
Brooks  AFB.  The  evening  PFIV  is  estimated  to  be  6,800  vehicles. 

Utilities.  Estimated  utility  usage  is  based  on  land  use,  projected  population  and 
employment,  building  size,  and  historic  regional  utility  use  rates.  Activities 
associated  with  Scenario  B  are  estimated  to  generate  the  average  utility 
demands  shown  in  Table  2.3-10. 

2.3.3  Scenario  C 

Scenario  C  would  be  similar  to  Scenarios  A  and  B,  with  the  exception  of  the 
variations  within  the  land  uses  discussed  below  (Figure  2.3-3).  Each  land  use 
within  Scenario  C  is  described  in  the  following  paragraphs,  and  a  summary  is 
provided  in  Table  2.3-1 1 . 

Public/Open  Space.  Under  Scenario  C,  approximately  256  acres  of  land  on 
Brooks  AFB  would  remain  as  public/open  space.  Land  use  and  development 
would  be  similar  to  that  described  under  Scenario  A.  This  land  use  could  include 
a  City-operated  nursery  operation,  tree  farm,  and  maintenance  yard. 
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Table  2.3-10.  On-Site  Utility  Usage  -  Scenario  B 


Utility 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Water  (MGD) 

0.59 

0.73 

1.11 

Wastewater  (MGD) 

0.47 

0.58 

0.88 

Solid  waste  (tons  per  day) 

10.00 

15.00 

29.55 

Electricity  (MkWH  per  day) 

0.20 

0.29 

0.53 

Natural  gas  (MCF  per  day) 

0.56 

0.82 

1.48 

MGD  =  million  gallons  per  day 
MkWH  =  million  kilowatt  hours 
MCF  =  million  cubic  feet 


Mixed  Use.  The  Mixed  Use  land  uses  (241  acres)  would  generally  be  the  same 
as  described  under  Scenarios  A  and  B.  However,  the  Mixed  Use  area  would  be 
expanded  to  include  the  area  currently  used  for  military  family  housing  (MFH). 

TND.  Under  Scenario  C,  the  existing  single-family  housing  units  would  be 
demolished  and  the  area  developed  for  Mixed  Use  activities.  One  new  area  of 
TND  (69  acres)  would  be  situated  in  the  south-central  part  of  the  base,  as  under 
Scenario  A.  This  area  would  connect  with  and  be  adjacent  to  the  planned  single¬ 
family  residential  development  immediately  south  of  the  base  boundary. 

Multi-Family  Residential.  This  scenario  includes  two  areas  (65  acres)  of  multi¬ 
family  development.  The  first  area  comprises  existing  multi-family  units  west  of 
the  existing  single-family  residential  area,  as  under  Scenarios  A  and  B.  The 
other  is  in  the  northeast  corner  of  the  base  and  occupies  a  larger  area  than  under 
Scenario  B.  The  existing  static  aircraft  display  would  be  relocated  to  another 
area  on  Brooks  AFB  or  returned  to  the  Air  Force  Museum. 

Light  Industrial.  Under  Scenario  C,  the  light  industrial  land  use  area 
(214  acres)  would  be  the  same  as  that  described  under  Scenario  B.  An  open 
space  area  adjacent  to  Goliad  Road  with  an  associated  pedestrian  walkway 
could  be  designed  along  Goliad  Road  as  an  open  space  amenity  and  buffer  area. 

Research  and  Development  Park.  Under  Scenario  C,  a  portion  of  the  base 
(465  acres)  has  been  assigned  to  research  and  development  types  of  land  uses, 
including  the  entire  undeveloped  southeast  portion  of  the  base,  except  for  the 
IRP  sites.  Land  uses  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Scenario  A. 

The  existing  pavements  associated  with  the  former  airfield  are  assumed  to 
remain  substantially  in  place.  The  pavements  would  be  available  for  use  as 
streets,  parking  or  storage  areas,  and  facility  foundations,  if  feasible,  or  for 
continued  use  as  testing  and  educational/training  areas,  as  described  in 
Section  2.3.1  for  Scenario  A. 

Construction  Activities.  Under  Scenario  C,  construction  of  approximately 
8.6  million  square  feet  of  new  facility  space  by  2020  has  been  estimated.  The 
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Table  2.3-1 1 .  Land  Use  Acreage  -  Scenario  C 


Land  Use 

Acres 

Proposed  Use(s) 

Public/Open  Space 

256 

Green  space,  recreational  facilities,  public  schools, 
public  works  facilities 

Mixed  Use 

241 

Transit  station  (bus  stop,  park-and-ride  lot), 
hotel/conference  center,  restaurants,  entertainment, 
administrative  offices,  professional  and  personal 
services,  residential  (apartments,  townhouses, 
community  facilities  (e.g.,  library,  post  office) 

TND 

69 

Single-family  detached  houses,  duplexes 

Multi-Family  Residential 

65 

Multi-family  residential  units,  condominiums,  garden 
apartments 

Light  Industrial 

214 

Light  manufacturing,  warehousing,  laboratories 

Research  and  Development  Park 

465 

Biotechnology  research  facilities,  medical 
training/research  facilities,  medical  clinics, 
telecommunications,  educational/vocational  facilities 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

Drive-through  restaurants,  “big  box”  retail  stores, 
personal  and  professional  services,  gas  stations, 
convenience  stores 

Total 

1,310 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


estimated  amount  of  new  facility  construction  through  2020  for  each  land  use 
under  Scenario  C  is  provided  in  Table  2.3-12. 


Table  2.3-12.  New  Facility  Construction  (square  feet)  -  Scenario  C 


Land  Use 

2001-2005 

2006-2010 

2011-2020 

Total 

Public/Open  Space 

7,000 

17,500 

45,500 

70,000 

Mixed  Use 

362,400 

906,000 

2,355,600 

3,624,000 

TND 

55,200 

138,000 

358,000 

552,000 

Multi-Family  Residential 

136,000 

340,000 

884,000 

1,360,000 

Light  Industrial 

164,100 

410,200 

1,066,600 

1,640,900 

Research  and  Development  Park 

134,000 

336,000 

873,000 

1 ,343,000 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

858,700 

2,147,700 

5,583,500 

8,589,900 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Table  2.3-13  summarizes  the  estimated  acreage  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by 
construction  during  each  phase  of  development  (e.g.,  building  footprints,  parking 
areas,  roads,  utilities  system  extensions,  sidewalks).  Approximately 
287,600  square  feet  of  existing  facility  space,  including  the  existing  MFH  units,  is 
expected  to  be  demolished  by  2004.  With  the  exception  of  the  MFH,  it  is  not 
known  at  the  current  time  the  exact  facility  space  that  may  be  demolished. 
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Table  2.3-13. 

Acres  Disturbed 

-  Scenario  C 

Land  Use 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 
2001-2005  2006-2010  2011-2020 

Totai 

Pubiic/Open  Space 

2 

5 

13 

20 

Mixed  Use 

21 

53 

139 

213 

TND 

7 

17 

45 

69 

Muiti-Famiiy  Residentiai 

7 

16 

42 

65 

Light  Industriai 

21 

54 

139 

214 

Research  and  Deveiopment  Park 

26 

64 

168 

259 

Retaii/Commerciai 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totai 

84 

209 

547 

840 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Specific  pians  for  demoiition  wouid  be  determined  by  the  property  recipients 
and/or  users  subsequent  to  the  pubiication  of  this  EIS. 

Employment  and  Population.  By  2020,  activities  under  Scenario  C  are 
estimated  to  resuit  in  a  totai  of  up  to  18,177  direct  jobs  (Tabie  2.3-14).  The  totai 
on-base  residentiai  popuiation  wouid  be  4,483  residents  (see  Tabie  2.3-14). 


Table  2.3-14.  On-Site  Employment  and  Population  -  Scenario  C 


Direct  Empioyment^^*  On-Site  Popuiation^*^* 


Land  Use 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Pubiic/Open  Space 

3 

9 

25 

0 

0 

0 

Mixed  Use 

1,926 

4,119 

9,820 

90 

315 

900 

TND 

0 

0 

0 

121 

423 

1,208 

Muiti-Famiiy  Residentiai 

0 

0 

0 

238 

831 

2,375 

Light  Industriai 

367 

1,286 

3,674 

0 

0 

0 

Research  and  Deveiopment  Park 

2,980 

3,446 

4,658 

0 

0 

0 

Retaii/Commerciai 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totai 

5,276 

8,860 

18,177 

448 

1,569 

4,483 

Notes:  (a)  Incorporates  a  3-percent  BOS-related  reduction  in  the  existing  employment  at  Brooks  AFB. 
(b)  Includes  a  reduction  in  the  current  on-base  population. 

BOS  =  base  operating  support 

TND  =  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 


Transportation.  Base  access  under  this  scenario  wouid  be  as  described  in 
Scenario  B.  Transit  stations  couid  be  situated  at  off-base  iocations  aiong  South 
Presa  Street. 

Based  on  iand  use  and  empioyment  projections,  activities  associated  with 
Scenario  C  are  estimated  to  generate  up  to  65,400  average  daiiy  vehicie  trips  by 
2020.  Average  daiiy  trips  account  for  aii  vehicies  entering  and  exiting  each  iand 
use  on  the  base  over  a  24-hour  period  and  inciude  vehicie  trips  that  remain  on 
Brooks  AFB.  The  evening  PHV  is  estimated  to  be  7,550  vehicies. 

Utilities.  Estimated  utiiity  usage  is  based  on  iand  use,  projected  popuiation  and 
empioyment,  buiiding  size,  and  historic  regionai  utiiity  use  rates.  Activities 
associated  with  Scenario  C  are  estimated  to  generate  the  average  utiiity 
demands  shown  in  Tabie  2.3-15. 
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Table  2.3-15. 

On-Site  Utility  Usage  - 

Scenario  C 

Utiiity 

2005 

2010 

Water  (MGD) 

0.64 

0.90 

Wastewater  (MGD) 

0.50 

0.71 

1.26 

Soiid  waste  (tons  per  day) 

11.00 

43.53 

Eiectricity  (MkWH  per  day) 

0.22 

Naturai  gas  (MCF  per  day) 

0.63 

2.17 

MGD  =  million  gallons  per  day 
MkWH  =  million  kilowatt  hours 
MCF  =  million  cubic  feet 


2.4  OTHER  FUTURE  ACTIONS  IN  THE  REGION 

Other  actions  on  base  and  within  the  region  were  evaiuated  to  determine 
whether  cumuiative  environmentai  impacts  couid  resuit  from  impiementation  of 
the  BCBP  in  conjunction  with  other  past,  present,  or  reasonabiy  foreseeabie 
future  actions.  Severai  future  pians  have  been  identified  and  are  described 
beiow.  A  more  detaiied  description  of  iand  use  pians  and  deveiopment  is 
provided  in  Section  3. 2. 2.1. 

Brooks  AFB  has  signed  an  agreement  with  the  San  Antonio  Water  System 
(SAWS)  and  City  Pubiic  Service  (CPS)  to  instaii  a  recycied,  nonpotabie  water 
distribution  system  that  wiii  support  industriai  uses,  inciuding  use  of  base  chiiiers, 
and  irrigation  system  requirements,  inciuding  goif  course  irrigation.  The  system 
wiii  be  instaiied,  owned,  and  operated  by  SAWS.  The  system  wiii  enter  the  base 
from  two  iocations  off  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  wiii  service  two  separate  areas. 

One  entry  point  for  the  recycied  water  distribution  system  wiii  be  in  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  instaiiation  near  the  intersection  of  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  Goiiad 
Road.  The  pipeiine  wiii  run  southeast  aiong  North  Road  to  the  intersection  of 
North  Road  and  5th  Street.  At  this  intersection,  the  pipeiine  wiii  turn  south  and 
connect  to  Buiiding  578.  This  branch  of  the  system  wiii  provide  water  to  the 
cooiing  tower  in  Buiiding  578  and  wiii  aiso  provide  water  for  irrigation  of  areas 
aiong  the  system’s  path,  inciuding  the  MFH  area.  The  second  entry  point  for  the 
system  wiii  be  at  the  instaiiation  boundary  near  the  intersection  of  S.E.  Miiitary 
Drive  and  New  Braunfeis  Avenue.  From  this  entry  point,  the  pipeiine  wiii  paraiiei 
the  base  boundary  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  instaiiation.  The  pipeiine  wiii 
then  turn  south,  bordering  the  perimeter  of  the  SAM-100  series  buiidings,  and 
then  turn  southeast,  traveiing  past  Buiiding  172  toward  the  goif  course.  This 
branch  of  the  system  wiii  be  used  to  provide  water  to  the  cooiing  piant  at  Buiiding 
1 72  and  for  irrigation,  primariiy  of  the  goif  course.  When  this  system  is  fuiiy 
operationai  in  summer  2001 ,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  base’s  potabie  water 
consumption  couid  decrease  by  as  much  as  50  percent  due  to  the  use  of 
recycied  water  instead  of  potabie  water. 

Deveiopment  of  up  to  400  residentiai  iots  is  pianned  just  south  of  the  southeast 
corner  of  Brooks  AFB.  There  are  currentiy  approximateiy  150  homes  in  this 
area.  The  new  deveiopment  wouid  occur  in  three  phases.  A  “parade  of  homes” 
consisting  of  23  modei  residences  was  constructed  in  December  1998.  Two 
private  deveiopers  pian  to  construct  about  160  homes  each  by  2004.  Currentiy, 
Goiiad  Road  provides  access  to  this  area.  When  fuiiy  deveioped,  the  housing 
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area  would  be  accessed  from  the  south  by  South  Presa  Street  by  way  of  Siluria 
Road  and  from  the  east  by  Goliad  Road. 

New  development  has  been  proposed  south  of  and  adjacent  to  the  southwest 
portion  of  the  base  and  north  of  South  Presa  Street.  This  development  is 
approximately  1 00  acres  in  size  and  would  include  construction  of  300  single¬ 
family,  affordable  housing  units  at  various  lot  sizes  and  densities,  garden 
apartments/condominiums,  a  day  care  center,  light  commercial  uses,  soccer 
fields,  and  a  park  area.  The  plans  for  this  development  have  been  submitted  to 
CoSA  for  review.  The  current  plans  include  provisions  for  a  future  VIA 
Metropolitan  Transit  light  rail  station,  as  well  as  one  new  access  point  into 
Brooks  AFB. 

CoSA  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  have  been  working  to 
expand  the  capabilities  of  Stinson  Municipal  Airport,  which  is  situated  west  of  the 
base.  The  proposal  is  to  extend  the  existing  runway  approximately  150  feet  to 
the  east,  thereby  allowing  more  corporate  jet  aircraft  to  utilize  the  airport.  An 
update  to  the  Stinson  Airport  Master  Plan  is  under  way  and  it  is  anticipated  to  be 
completed  in  1  year.  The  current  noise  contours  are  not  expected  to  change 
substantially  upon  completion  of  the  runway  extension. 

The  San  Antonio-Bexar  County  MPO  has  prepared  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Plan  Project  List,  which  is  the  long-range  plan  for  transportation 
improvement  projects  throughout  the  City  of  San  Antonio.  One  project  planned 
within  the  area  surrounding  Brooks  AFB  is  implementation  of  the  Mission  Trails 
Project  along  S.E.  Military  Drive. 

The  CoSA  Public  Works  Department  has  plans  to  improve  the  storm  drainage 
along  Goliad  Road  north  of  S.E.  Military  Drive.  The  storm  drainage  ditch  south  of 
S.E.  Military  Drive  on  Brooks  AFB  property  lacks  the  capacity  to  handle 
increased  flows  from  this  project  and  is  expected  to  require  widening. 

The  VIA  Metropolitan  Transit  proposal  to  construct  a  light  rail  transit  system  to 
serve  San  Antonio  was  a  sales  tax  measure  on  the  May  2000  ballot.  Because 
the  voters  did  not  approve  this  measure,  construction  of  the  system  is  not 
currently  anticipated,  although  this  measure  may  be  reintroduced  at  a  later  date. 

2.5  COMPARISON  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

A  summary  comparison  of  influencing  factors  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Outgrant  Alternative  is  provided  in  Table  2.5-1 .  Influencing  factors 
are  nonbiophysical  elements  such  as  population,  employment,  land  use  and 
aesthetics,  transportation  networks,  and  public  utility  systems.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  range  of  potential  development  and  employment  gains  indicate 
development  that  could  occur  if  the  BCBP  were  to  be  implemented. 

A  summary  of  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  is  provided  in 
Table  2.5-2.  Each  resource  potentially  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  is  listed;  influencing  factors  are  not  included  within  this  table.  Impacts 
to  the  environment  are  described  briefly  in  the  summary  and  discussed  in  detail 
in  Chapter  4.0. 
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Table  2.5-1.  Summary  of  Influencing  Factors  for  Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant 


Alternative  (2020) 


Factor 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

Gross  Square  Footage 

7,457,100 

5,078,500 

8,589,900 

Ground  Disturbance  (acres) 

768 

647 

840 

Direct  Empioyment 

14,928 

13,103 

18,177 

On-Site  Popuiation 

4,608 

1,873 

4,483 

Average  Daiiy  Trips 

80,300 

54,800 

65,400 

Potabie  Water  Consumption  (MGD) 

1.36 

1.11 

1.60 

Wastewater  Generation  (MGD) 

1.07 

0.88 

1.26 

Soiid  Waste  Generation  (tons  per  day) 

38.00 

29.55 

43.53 

Eiectricity  Consumption  (MkWH)  per  day 

0.71 

0.53 

0.78 

Naturai  Gas  Consumption  (MCF  per  day) 

1.99 

1.48 

2.17 

MGD  =  million  gallons  per  day 
MkWH  =  million  kilowatt  hours 
MCF  =  million  cubic  feet 
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Table  2.5-2.  Summary  of  Potential  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  (2020)*^^ 

Page  1  of  4 


Proposed  Action/Outgrant  Alternative 

Resource  Category 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

No-Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials 
Management 

Impacts: 

Hazardous  materials  usage  could 
increase  over  baseline  conditions 
as  a  result  of  proposed  activities. 
An  implementation  plan  and  a 

TRI  report  may  need  to  be 
prepared.  Hazardous  materials, 
storage  tanks,  pesticides, 
radioactive  materials,  and 
ordnance  would  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  applicable 
regulations;  no  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

Impacts: 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Impacts: 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Impacts: 

Hazardous  materials  usage  and 
management  of  hazardous 
materials,  storage  tanks, 
pesticides,  radioactive  materials, 
and  ordnance  would  be  similar  to 
baseline  conditions;  no  impacts 
are  anticipated. 

Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste 
Management 

•  Solid  Waste  Management 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

ROI  solid  waste  generation  would 
increase,  but  would  only  be  0.32 
percent  of  the  total  expected 
increase  within  the  ROI  projected 
to  occur  at  Brooks  AFB.  No 
impacts  are  anticipated. 

ROI  solid  waste  generation  would 
increase,  but  would  only  be  0.25 
percent  of  the  total  expected 
increase  within  the  ROI  projected 
to  occur  at  Brooks  AFB.  No 
impacts  are  anticipated. 

ROI  solid  waste  generation 
would  increase,  but  would  only 
be  0.37  percent  of  the  total 
expected  increase  within  the 

ROI  projected  to  occur  at 

Brooks  AFB.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

ROI  solid  waste  generation  would 
increase  as  a  result  of  regional 
growth.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

•  Hazardous  Waste 
Management 

Impacts: 

Hazardous  waste  generation 
could  increase  over  baseline 
conditions  as  a  result  of  proposed 
activities.  No  new  development 
would  occur  on  active  IRP  sites. 
Hazardous  waste,  IRP 
remediation  activities,  asbestos, 
medical/  biohazardous  waste, 
and  lead-based  paint  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations;  no 
impacts  are  anticipated. 

Impacts: 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Impacts: 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Impacts: 

Hazardous  waste  generation  and 
management  of  hazardous 
waste,  IRP  remediation  activities, 
asbestos,  medical/biohazardous 
waste,  and  lead-based  paint 
would  be  similar  to  baseline 
conditions.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 
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Table  2.5-2.  Summary  of  Potential  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  (2020)*^^ 
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Proposed  Action/Outgrant  Alternative 

Resource  Category 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

No-Action  Alternative 

Natural  Environment 

•  Geology  and  Soils 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Short-term  impacts  from 

499  acres  of  ground  disturbance 
associated  with  construction. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A;  ground 
disturbance  would  total 

420  acres. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A;  ground 
disturbance  would  total  547 

acres. 

No  ground  disturbance;  no 
impacts  are  anticipated. 

Compliance  with  TPDES  and 
NPDES  permit  requirements  and 
standard  construction  practices 
would  reduce  the  potential  for 
erosion  effects  from  construction 
activities.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

•  Water  Resources 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Compliance  with  TPDES  and 
NPDES  permit  requirements  and 
standard  construction  practices 
would  reduce  the  potential  for 
surface  water  impacts. 

No  new  development  would 
occur  within  delineated 
floodplains. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

No  new  construction  and  no 
increase  in  on-base  water 
demand.  Increase  in  ROI  water 
demand  as  a  result  of  regional 
growth.  Implementation  of  the 
SAWS  recycled  water  distribution 
system  would  decrease  water 
consumption.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

No  impacts  are  anticipated  to 
groundwater  availability  or  water 
supply.  Implementation  of  the 
SAWS  recycled  water  distribution 
system  would  decrease  water 
consumption. 
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Table  2.5-2.  Summary  of  Potential  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  (2020)*^^ 
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Proposed  Action/Outgrant  Alternative 

Resource  Category 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

No-Action  Alternative 

•  Air  Quality 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

During  construction  activities,  use 
of  wetting  techniques  and 
reduced  mobile  equipment 
speeds  would  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Construction 
emissions  would  be  short-term 
and  temporary,  and  would  not 
hinder  maintenance  of  the 

NAAQS. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

No  increase  over  baseline 
conditions  due  to  on-base 
activities.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

During  operations,  compliance 
with  applicable  local  permitting 
regulations  for  small  stationary 
sources  would  control  any 
resulting  emissions  for  various 
pollutants,  including  HAPs. 

Criteria  pollutant  emissions  would 
be  below  the  U.S.  EPA 
significance  thresholds. 

No  air  quality  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

•  Noise 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

During  construction,  noise  would 
be  short-term  and  temporary. 
Projected  noise  levels  (Ldn)  on 
sensitive  receptors  from 
increased  surface  traffic  would 
range  from  63  to  67  decibels,  an 
increase  of  up  to  3  decibels  over 
No-Action  Alternative  projections. 
No  noise  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Slight  increase  in  surface  traffic 
noise  levels  as  a  result  of 
regional  growth.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated. 
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Proposed  Action/Outgrant  Aiternative 

Resource  Category 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

No-Action  Alternative 

•  Bioiogicai  Resources 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

No  impacts  to  vegetation,  wiidiife, 
threatened  and  endangered 
species,  or  sensitive  habitats  are 
anticipated.  Wetiands  wouid  not 
be  disturbed  during  construction 
activities. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

No  ground  disturbance;  no 
impacts  are  anticipated. 

•  Cuiturai  Resources 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Potential  impacts  from 
conveyance  of  historic  properties 
from  federal  control. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

No  impacts  are  anticipated,  as 
historic  properties  would  remain 
under  federal  control. 

Mitigation: 

Mitigation: 

Mitigation: 

Transfer/outgrant  with  protective 
covenants  or  other  measures 
developed  through  consultation 
with  the  SHPO. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Environmental  Justice 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

Impacts: 

No  adverse  impacts  identified; 
therefore,  no  disproportionately 
high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low- 
income  and  minority  populations, 
and  no  environmental  justice 
analysis  required. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

Similar  to  Scenario  A. 

No  impacts  identified;  therefore, 
no  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations;  no 
environmental  justice  analysis 
required. 

Note:  (a)  Mitigation  measures  are  inciuded  where  appiicabie. 

EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency 

HAP  =  hazardous  air  poiiutant 

iRP  =  Instaiiation  Restoration  Program 

Ldn  =  day-night  average  sound  ievei 

NAAQS  =  Nationai  Ambient  Air  Quaiity  Standards 

NPDES  =  Nationai  Poiiutant  Discharge  Eiimination  System 

ROi  =  region  of  infiuence 

SAWS  =  San  Antonio  Water  System 

SHPO  =  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

TPDES  =  Texas  Poiiutant  Discharge  Eiimination  System 

TRi  =  Toxic  Reiease  inventory 
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3.0  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


3.1  INTRODUCTION 


This  chapter  describes  the  current  environmentai  condition  of  Brooks  AFB  and  its 
region  of  infiuence  (ROi).  it  provides  information  to  serve  as  a  baseiine  from 
which  to  identify  and  evaiuate  environmentai  changes  resuiting  from 
impiementation  of  the  BCBP.  The  baseiine  conditions  assumed  for  the  purposes 
of  anaiysis  are  the  existing  conditions  at  Brooks  AFB. 

The  ROi  to  be  evaiuated  has  been  defined  for  each  resource  area  potentiaiiy 
affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  The  ROi  determines  the 
geographicai  area  to  be  addressed  as  the  affected  environment.  Aithough  the 
base  boundary  may  constitute  the  ROi  iimit  for  many  resources,  potentiai  impacts 
associated  with  certain  issues  (e.g.,  air  quaiity,  utiiity  systems,  water  resources) 
transcend  these  iimits. 

3.2  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

3.2.1  Community  Setting 

Situated  in  Bexar  County,  in  south-centrai  Texas,  the  City  of  San  Antonio 
occupies  388.6  square  miies.  Brooks  AFB  is  in  the  southeast  section  of  San 
Antonio,  off  interstate  (i)-37  at  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  (Figure  3.2-1).  Brooks  AFB  was 
founded  in  1917  and  is  named  after  aviation  cadet  Sydney  Brooks,  the  first  San 
Antonian  to  iose  his  iife  in  an  aviation  accident  in  Worid  War  i.  Brooks  AFB  has  a 
iong  and  varied  history;  it  was  the  first  baiioon  and  airship  schooi  in  the  American 
miiitary,  a  fiying  schooi  in  Worid  War  i  and  Worid  War  ii,  and  the  first  home  for 
aviation  medicine.  Today,  Brooks  AFB  is  the  home  of  the  31 1  FiSW,  the  Air 
Force  agency  responsibie  for  research,  deveiopment,  and  acquisition  of  products 
reiated  to  the  “human  factor”  in  Air  Force  operations.  Brooks  AFB  continues  to 
be  an  important  medicai  iocaie,  serving  as  host  to  the  Air  Force  Schooi  of 
Aerospace  Medicine,  it  is  aiso  the  primary  environmentai  instaiiation  in  the  Air 
Force,  housing  both  AFCEE  and  AFiERA. 

The  region  surrounding  Brooks  AFB  is  suburban,  with  mixed  industriai, 
commerciai,  and  residentiai  deveiopment.  Deveiopment  occurs  to  the  north, 
east,  and  west  of  Brooks  AFB  aiong  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive,  Goiiad  Road,  and  South 
Presa  Street.  The  San  Antonio  Metropoiitan  Statisticai  Area  (MSA),  comprised  of 
Bexar,  Comai,  Guadaiupe,  and  Wiison  counties,  is  considered  the  ROi  for 
purposes  of  describing  and  anaiyzing  the  potentiai  popuiation,  empioyment,  and 
income  effects  from  impiementation  of  the  BCBP. 
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3.2. 1. 1  Employment  and  Income 


Employment 

In  1997,  the  latest  year  for  which  data  are  available,  there  were  870,683  full-  and 
part-time  employees  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA,  an  increase  of  3.8  percent  over 
1996  and  28.6  percent  over  the  last  10  years.  The  largest  industries  in  1997  in 
terms  of  employment  were  services  (32  percent),  retail  trade  (18  percent),  and 
local  government  (9  percent)  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000a).  Bexar 
County  accounted  for  91  percent  of  the  MSA’s  employment  in  1997,  down  from 
92  percent  in  both  1990  and  1987  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000a). 
Employment  growth  is  expected  to  continue,  although  at  a  slightly  lower  annual 
rate  of  2.7  percent  over  the  next  few  decades  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis, 
1995). 

Over  the  last  10  years,  the  fastest  growing  industries  were  transportation  and 
public  utilities  (64  percent),  services  (58  percent),  and  agricultural  services, 
forestry,  and  fishing  (55  percent).  The  slowest  growing,  actually  declining, 
industries  were  mining  (-  40  percent),  military  (-15  percent),  and  federal  civilian 
government  (-15  percent).  In  absolute  numbers,  services  increased  the  most,  by 
101,203  employees,  followed  by  retail  trade  (34,943  employees)  and 
transportation  and  utilities  (14,238  employees).  Mining  lost  3,547  employees, 
while  federal  civilian  government  lost  644  and  military  lost  332  employees 
(Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000a). 

Employment  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  grow  from  1 ,003,290  by 
2005,  to  1 ,049,531  by  201 0,  and  to  1 ,1 04,51 8  by  2020,  representing  a  growth  of 
10.1  percent  between  2005  and  2020.  Personal  income  is  projected  to  increase 
to  $50.05  billion  by  2005,  to  $61 .7  billion  by  201 0,  and  to  $88.5  billion  by  2020, 
representing  an  increase  of  76  percent  between  2005  and  2020.  The  MSA's 
population  is  projected  to  grow  by  18.8  percent  between  2005  and  2020,  from 
1 .73  million  in  2005  to  2.06  million  in  2020. 

Direct  employment  at  Brooks  AFB  was  3,844  in  2000.  In  addition,  the  base  hosts 
more  than  7,000  students  or  temporary  duty  personnel  annually  at  its  school  and 
other  training  programs  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1999c). 

Income 

In  1 997,  the  San  Antonio  MSA  had  a  total  personal  income  of  $33.72  billion, 
ranking  San  Antonio  46th  among  the  nation’s  metropolitan  areas.  This  figure 
reflected  an  increase  of  6.9  percent  from  1996,  compared  to  the  1996-1997 
national  increase  of  5.7  percent.  In  1997,  the  MSA  had  a  per  capita  personal 
income  of  $22,379  (88  percent  of  the  national  average  of  $25,288),  ranking  it 
169th  of  metropolitan  areas  in  the  United  States.  Per  capita  personal  income 
increased  by  5.2  percent  from  1 996,  compared  to  the  1 996-1 997  national 
increase  of  4.7  percent  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000b).  Bexar  County 
accounted  for  88  percent  of  the  MSA’s  total  income  in  1997,  down  from 
89  percent  in  both  1990  and  1987  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000a). 
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Between  1987  and  1997,  total  personal  Income  Increased  at  an  average  annual 
growth  rate  of  6.8  percent,  compared  to  the  national  average  annual  growth  rate 
of  5.8  percent  over  the  same  period.  Per  capita  Income  Increased  at  an  average 
annual  growth  rate  of  5.3  percent  over  the  last  10  years,  compared  to  the  national 
average  annual  growth  rate  of  4.7  percent  over  the  same  period  (Bureau  of 
Economic  Analysis,  2000b).  Total  personal  Income  Is  expected  to  grow  over  the 
next  few  decades,  although  at  a  lower  annual  rate  of  2.7  percent  (Bureau  of 
Economic  Analysis,  1995). 

3.2.1. 2  Population. 

Brooks  AFB  Is  within  the  San  Antonio  MSA,  which  had  an  estimated  population  of 
1,538,338  In  1998,  up  from  1,327,371  In  1990,  representing  a  15.9-percent 
Increase,  the  same  rate  of  growth  experienced  by  the  state  of  Texas  over  the 
1 990-1 998  period.  Bexar  County,  which  contains  the  City  of  San  Antonio, 
represented  88  percent  of  the  MSA’s  population  In  1 998,  down  slightly  from 
89  percent  In  1990  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1999).  Growth  Is  expected  to 
continue  over  the  next  few  decades,  although  at  a  slower  annual  rate  of 
0.99  percent  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  1995). 

In  terms  of  age  distribution,  the  MSA’s  population  had  a  distribution  among  age 
groups  very  similar  to  that  of  the  state,  but  younger  than  that  of  the  nation  as  a 
whole.  In  1 998,  39.5  percent  of  the  MSA’s  population  was  younger  than  25  years 
old,  compared  to  38.9  percent  for  Texas  and  35.2  percent  for  the  United  States 
(U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1999;  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  2000a). 

In  1998,  the  base  population  consisted  of  approximately  700  military  personnel 
and  their  dependents  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1999c). 

3.2.2  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

This  section  describes  the  land  uses  and  aesthetics  for  the  base  property  and  the 
areas  surrounding  Brooks  AFB.  Future  land  uses  are  assumed  to  be  similar  to 
existing  land  uses  In  the  vicinity  of  the  base  unless  specific  development  plans 
project  a  change.  The  ROI  Includes  the  base  property  and  potentially  affected 
adjacent  properties. 

3.2.2.1  Land  Use  Plans  and  Regulations  and  Zoning 

Land  Use  Plans  and  Regulations.  Land  use  plans  and  regulations  Include 
comprehensive  plans  (general  or  master  plans),  zoning,  and  any  other  long-term 
land  use  policies.  Within  the  state  of  Texas,  only  Incorporated  areas  are  subject 
to  land  use  regulations  and  zoning. 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  a  jurisdiction  represents  the  official  position  on  long- 
range  development  and  resource  management.  The  position  Is  expressed  In 
goals,  policies,  plans,  and  actions  regarding  the  physical,  social,  and  economic 
environments,  both  current  and  long  term.  The  current  Comprehensive  Master 
Plan  for  CoSA  was  adopted  on  May  29,  1997.  The  Master  Plan  goals  and 
policies  provide  guidance  on  the  evaluation  of  future  decisions  on  land  use. 
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infrastructure  improvements,  and  transportation.  The  goais  and  poiicies  that  are 
the  primary  body  of  the  pian  focus  on  six  areas: 

•  Growth  Management 

•  Economic  Deveiopment 

•  Community  Services 

•  Neighborhoods 

•  Naturai  Resources 

•  Urban  Design. 

The  goais  and  poiicies  within  each  area  provide  the  functionai  framework  to  guide 
deveiopment  and  impiementation  of  CoSA’s  iand  use  poiicies. 

South  Central  San  Antonio  Community  Plan.  The  iand  areas  north  of  Brooks 
AFB  are  inciuded  in  the  South  Centrai  San  Antonio  Community  Pian  (South 
Centrai  Community  and  City  of  San  Antonio  Pianning  Department,  1999),  a 
component  of  CoSA’s  Comprehensive  Master  Pian.  The  South  Centrai 
Community  is  bounded  by  Aiamo  Street/raiiroad  tracks  to  the  north,  I-35  to  the 
west,  S.W.  and  S.E.  Miiitary  drives  to  the  south,  and  I-37  to  the  east 
(Figure  3.2-2).  This  pian’s  strategic  and  major  actions  address  neighborhood 
deveiopment,  environmentai  issues,  community  faciiities,  quaiity  of  iife, 
transportation  networks,  and  pian  impiementation. 

The  neighborhood  deveiopment  and  environmentai  sections  of  the  South  Centrai 
San  Antonio  Community  Pian  focus  on  strategies  to  deveiop  and  enhance  the 
community’s  commerciai  corridors,  encourage  rehabiiitation  and  construction  of 
housing,  and  create  a  heaithy  environment  for  famiiies  and  businesses.  The 
community  faciiities  and  quaiity  of  iife  sections  of  the  pian  focus  on  strategies  to 
enhance  the  community’s  Missions,  parks,  and  the  San  Antonio  River;  increase 
community  identity;  improve  overaii  community  appearance;  support  existing 
community  faciiities;  and  maintain  a  safe  environment.  The  transportation 
network  section  of  the  pian  focuses  on  strategies  to  improve  the  quaiity  and 
maintenance  of  area  streets,  curbs,  and  sidewaiks;  enhance  the  area’s 
infrastructure;  improve  accessibiiity  to  and  from  highways;  provide  accessibie, 
convenient  transit;  provide  smooth  traffic  fiow  at  raiiroad  crossings;  and  address 
raiiroad  noise  concerns  whiie  maintaining  safety.  The  pian  impiementation 
section  focuses  on  strategies  to  organize  a  community  action  group  to  ensure 
impiementation  of  the  South  Centrai  San  Antonio  Community  Pian. 

Avenidas  del  Rio  Business  Corridor.  The  areas  west  of  Brooks  AFB  are 
inciuded  in  the  Avenidas  dei  Rio  Business  Corridor  (Figure  3.2-3).  The  Avenidas 
dei  Rio  Business  Corridor  Report  addresses  economic  deveiopment  concepts 
and  strategies  for  the  neighborhood  areas  on  either  side  of  Rooseveit  Avenue 
from  downtown  San  Antonio  to  I-410.  Concepts  and  strategies  for  the  area  near 
Brooks  AFB  inciude  deveiopment  of  a  technoiogy  transfer  center  and  research 
business  parks  associated  with  the  scientific  research  conducted  at  the  base. 

The  Avenidas  dei  Rio  Business  Corridor  Report  is  consistent  with  the  pians 
identified  in  the  South  Centrai  San  Antonio  Community  Pian. 

Defense  Economic  Readjustment  Zone.  A  Defense  Economic  Readjustment 
Zone  was  estabiished  in  San  Antonio  to  induce  capitai  investment  and  create  new 
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permanent  jobs  in  adversely  impacted  defense-dependent  communities. 

Qualified  businesses  in  the  Defense  Economic  Readjustment  Zone  may  be 
eligible  for  a  variety  of  local  and  state  incentives,  including  certain  tax  reductions 
and  refunds  and  regulatory  relief.  Portions  of  Brooks  AFB  and  the  surrounding 
areas  are  contained  within  this  zone  (see  Figure  3.2-3). 

South  Central  San  Antonio  Community  Plan.  The  CoSA  Economic 
Development  Department  is  currently  developing  a  Comprehensive  Economic 
Development  Plan  for  south-central  San  Antonio.  This  plan  will  include  a 
comprehensive  land  use  and  urban  design  plan  for  Brooks  AFB  and  surrounding 
neighborhoods,  to  include  the  area  roughly  bounded  by  Roosevelt  Avenue  to  the 
west,  1-410  to  the  south,  I-37  to  the  east,  and  1/4  mile  north  of  S.E.  Military  Drive, 
inclusive  of  all  platted  subdivisions  or  developments  (Figure  3.2-4).  The  land  use 
and  urban  design  plan,  when  completed  in  June  2001 ,  will  describe  development 
patterns  and  implementation  strategies  that  are  consistent  with  the  CoSA 
Comprehensive  Master  Plan,  the  South  Central  San  Antonio  Community  Plan, 
and  the  Community  Revitalization  Action  Group  policies.  CoSA  intends  to  use  the 
description  of  the  proposed  land  uses  listed  under  Scenario  A  from  this  EIS  (see 
Section  2.3.1)  as  the  basis  for  their  land  use  component. 

Zoning.  Zoning  provides  for  the  division  of  a  jurisdiction,  in  conformance  with  a 
comprehensive  land  use  plan,  into  districts  within  which  types  of  land  use  and 
building  standards  are  set.  Zoning  is  designated  to  achieve  various  community 
goals,  including  the  implementation  of  the  plan.  CoSA’s  zoning  and  subdivision 
regulations  are  included  in  CoSA’s  Unified  Development  Code.  The  Unified 
Development  Code  consolidates  all  of  the  regulations  pertaining  to  land  use  and 
development.  Zoning  districts  surrounding  Brooks  AFB  include  industrial, 
business,  and  residential.  Industrial  districts  are  situated  along  Goliad  Road  on 
the  northeast  side  of  the  base,  along  the  south  boundary  on  the  west  side  of  the 
base,  and  along  the  west  boundary.  Business  districts  are  on  the  west  and  east 
ends  of  the  north  base  boundary.  There  are  residential  districts  along  the  south 
portion  of  the  east  boundary  and  along  the  north  boundary  in  the  central  portion  of 
the  base.  Residential  districts  are  also  adjacent  to  the  southwest  and  southeast 
boundaries  of  the  base. 

3.2.2.2  On-Base  Land  Use. 

On-base  land  use  is  characterized  by  the  activities  that  occur  within  the  base 
boundaries.  Land  uses  within  Brooks  AFB  are  based  on  the  Base 
Comprehensive  Plan  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1989).  The  Base  Comprehensive  Plan 
represents  the  base’s  position  on  long-range  development  and  resource 
management.  The  present  and  long-term  position  is  expressed  in  goals,  policies, 
plans,  and  actions  regarding  the  physical,  social,  and  economic  environment. 

A  small  cantonment  area  contains  most  of  the  on-base  development.  The 
existing  land  use  categories  include  industrial,  institutional  (medical  and 
education),  administrative,  community  (commercial  and  services),  residential 
(accompanied  and  unaccompanied),  public  facilities/recreation,  and  vacant  land. 
Existing  on-base  land  use  is  summarized  in  Table  3.2-1  and  shown  on 
Figure  3.2-5. 
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Table  3.2-1.  On-Base  Land  Use 


Land  Use  Category 

Description 

No.  of  Acres 

Industrial 

Warehousing;  open  storage;  vehicle  shops;  fuel  storage; 
maintenance  shops;  solid/liquid  waste  facilities 

130 

Medical 

Clinic;  dental  clinic;  medical  storage;  medical  research 
and  medical  training 

168 

Administrative 

Financial,  logistics,  communications,  and  security  police 
facilities 

60 

Community 

Services  (e.g.,  dining  hall,  billeting).  Commissary,  base 
exchange  and  service  clubs 

40 

Housing 

Family  and  bachelor  housing;  dormitories;  temporary 
and  visitors'  quarters 

62 

Outdoor  Recreation 

Parks,  picnic  areas;  campgrounds;  golf  course,  riparian 
areas;  natural  and  landscaped  open  space; 
indoor/outdoor  recreation  and  physical  training  facilities; 
monuments;  museum 

277 

Open  Space 

Lands  where  no  other  use  can  be  identified;  barren, 
disturbed,  unreclaimed  land 

573 

Note:  For  analysis  purposes,  the  following  land  uses  were  combined  into  single  categories:  medical-primary  care,  medical 
research,  and  medical  training  (Medical);  community-commercial  and  community  service  (Community);  housing- 
accompanied  and  housing-unaccompanied  (Flousing);  and  open  space  and  water  (Open  Space). 


Source:  Adapted  from  U.S.  Air  Force,  1989. 


3.2.2.3  Adjacent  Land  Use. 

Adjacent  land  use  includes  the  lands  immediately  surrounding  the  base.  Land 
uses  surrounding  Brooks  AFB  were  determined  using  zoning  maps  provided  by 
CoSA  Planning  Department  and  windshield  surveys  conducted  in  July  1998. 

The  area  directly  adjacent  to  the  base  is  partially  developed  with  mixed 
institutional,  industrial,  commercial,  and  residential  uses,  which  are  separated  by 
large  parcels  of  vacant  land  (Figure  3.2-6).  Residential  uses  are  scattered 
around  the  base  with  low-density,  single-family  housing  near  the  southeast 
corner.  Low-density  residential  housing  is  also  scattered  along  the  south,  west, 
and  north  sides  of  the  base.  The  San  Antonio  State  Hospital  (institutional)  is 
northwest  of  the  base.  Other  land  uses  to  the  north  of  the  base  include  a  trailer 
park  (residential)  and  a  commercial  shopping  center.  Adjacent  land  uses  on  the 
east  side  of  the  base  include  a  truck  distribution  and  storage  center  (industrial),  a 
mobile  home  park  (residential),  and  several  parcels  of  vacant  land.  Most  of  the 
land  on  the  south  side  of  the  base  is  vacant,  although  residential  uses  are  present 
between  Goliad  and  Siluria  roads  adjacent  to  the  southern  base  boundary.  Land 
uses  along  the  west  side  of  the  base  include  a  mixture  of  residential,  commercial, 
industrial,  open  space,  the  remains  of  the  historic  acequia  system,  and  the  San 
Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park  (see  Figure  3.2-6).  Four  frontier 
missions,  which  were  part  of  a  colonization  system  that  stretched  across  the 
Spanish  southwest  in  the  seventeenth,  eighteenth,  and  nineteenth  centuries,  are 
preserved  within  the  Park.  These  include  Missions  San  Jose,  San  Juan,  Espada, 
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and  Conception.  In  addition  to  the  four  missions  and  remains  of  the  acequia 
system,  the  819-acre  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park 
encompasses  other  types  of  cuiturai  and  naturai  resources  sites  and  is  visited  by 
more  than  1 .2  miiiion  visitors  annuaiiy. 

3.2.2A  Aesthetics. 

This  section  discusses  the  visuai  resources  for  the  on-  and  off-base  areas  that 
are  visibie  from  base  property.  Visuai  resources  inciude  naturai  and  man-made 
features  that  give  a  particuiar  environment  its  aesthetic  quaiities.  Criteria  used  in 
anaiysis  of  these  resources  inciude  visuai  sensitivity,  which  addresses  the  degree 
of  pubiic  interest  in  a  visuai  resource  and  concern  over  adverse  changes  in  its 
quaiity.  Visuai  sensitivity  is  categorized  in  terms  of  high,  medium,  or  iow  ieveis. 

High  visuai  sensitivity  exists  in  areas  where  views  are  rare,  unique,  or  in  other 
ways  speciai,  such  as  in  remote  or  pristine  environments.  High-sensitivity  views 
wouid  inciude  iandscapes  that  have  iandforms,  vegetative  patterns,  water  bodies, 
or  rock  formations  of  unusuai  or  outstanding  quaiity.  Areas  of  medium  visuai 
sensitivity,  in  which  the  presence  of  motorized  vehicies  and  other  evidence  of 
modern  civiiization  is  commonpiace,  are  more  deveioped  than  areas  of  high 
visuai  sensitivity.  Landscape  features  in  areas  of  medium  visuai  sensitivity  are 
aiso  more  common  than  features  in  high  visuai  sensitivity  areas,  and  they 
generaiiy  contain  varieties  in  form,  coior,  iine,  and  texture.  Low  visuai  sensitivity 
areas  tend  to  have  minimai  iandscape  features,  with  iittie  change  in  form,  coior, 
iine,  and  texture. 

CoSA  has  proposed  a  change  to  the  zoning  ordinance  that  wiii  estabiish 
Viewshed  Protection  Districts.  The  proposed  reguiation  defines  a  viewshed  as 
any  area  of  open  space  or  view  in  front  of  or  behind: 

•  The  major  entrance  to  a  designated  historic  iandmark,  buiiding, 
object,  site,  or  structure 

•  The  primary  access  point  or  points  to  a  designated  historic  district 

•  The  primary  access  to  a  major  tourist  attraction 

•  The  primary  view  or  access  point  to  the  San  Antonio  River  Waik,  a 
city  iake,  or  park  that  has  been  so  designated  in  the  zoning  ordinance 
as  a  Viewshed  Protection  District. 

Historic  districts,  iandmarks,  buiidings,  objects,  sites,  and  structures  within  the 
ROI  are  described  in  Section  3.5.6,  Cuiturai  Resources.  There  are  no  city  iakes 
or  parks  within  the  ROI  that  have  been  designated  as  viewshed  protection 
districts. 

Off  Base.  Topography  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB  is  reiativeiy  fiat.  Mixed 
residentiai  and  commerciai  uses  dominate  the  iandscape  surrounding  the  base. 
Areas  of  vacant  iand/open  space  separate  the  mixed  deveiopment.  Landscaping 
consisting  of  oak  trees,  varieties  of  shrubs,  and  grasses  is  prominent  to  the  east, 
south,  and  west  of  the  base.  Roads,  buiidings,  and  drainage  systems  are 
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interspersed  with  the  iandscaping.  Adjacent  areas  to  the  east,  south,  and  west  of 
the  base  are  considered  to  be  of  medium  visuai  sensitivity.  The  area  north  of  the 
base  has  been  deveioped  with  iarge-scaie  commerciai  and  administrative 
faciiities.  Landscaping  in  this  area  is  iess  evident  and  contains  iarge  vehicie 
parking  areas.  The  area  north  of  the  base  is  considered  to  be  of  iow  visuai 
sensitivity. 

On  Base.  Four  architecturai  districts  are  present  on  Brooks  AFB  (U.S.  Air  Force, 
1989).  The  Institutionai  Community  District  inciudes  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Schooi  of 
Aerospace  Medicine  and  the  Air  Force  Research  Laboratory.  Buiidings  are  iarge 
and  constructed  of  rose-coiored  brick  with  fairiy  ciean,  simpiistic  detaiiing.  The 
Research,  Deveiopment,  and  Training  District  inciudes  faciiities  that  are 
separated  from  each  other  and/or  the  rest  of  the  base  faciiities.  Their  identifying 
feature  is  that  they  are  pre-engineered  buiidings  with  exterior  metai  finish.  The 
Administrative  and  Recreationai  District  inciudes  buiidings  that  provide  base 
support  functions  such  as  the  ciinic,  chapei,  and  gymnasium.  These  buiidings 
inciude  a  variety  of  architecturai  styies  that  are  generaiiy  more  compatibie  with 
adjacent  buiiding  styies  than  they  are  suited  to  the  function  of  the  faciiity. 
Construction  materiais  are  varied  and  inciude  stucco,  brick,  and  precast  concrete. 
The  Residentiai  District  inciudes  famiiy  housing,  which  is  distinctiy  separated  from 
the  rest  of  the  base,  yet  iies  within  its  boundaries.  The  housing  units  consist  of 
Capehart  dupiexes  and  singie-famiiy  dweiiings.  Flousing  units  are  of  brick  and 
wood-frame  construction. 

Landscape  themes  inciude  pianting  treatments,  site  eiements,  barriers  and 
screening,  pedestrian  environments,  and  open  space,  aii  of  which  contribute  to 
the  environment  and  visuai  quaiity  of  the  base.  Brooks  AFB  is  considered  to  be 
of  medium  visuai  sensitivity. 

3.2.3  Transportation 

The  ROI  for  the  transportation  anaiysis  inciudes  the  key  road  networks  and  other 
transportation  modes  that  provide  access  to  Brooks  AFB.  This  anaiysis  wiii  focus 
on  the  regionai  and  iocai  roadways  surrounding  the  base. 

3.2.3.1  Roadways. 

The  roadway  network  for  the  San  Antonio  area  is  ciassified  into  the  foiiowing 
functionai  categories: 

•  Expressway  -  A  iimited  access,  normaiiy  grade-separated, 
thoroughfare  designed  for  the  movement  of  iarge  voiumes  of 
vehicuiar  traffic  operating  at  high  speeds  for  iong  distances, 
connecting  principai  or  regionai  activity  centers. 

•  Primary  Arteriai  -  A  major  thoroughfare,  with  iimited  at-grade  access, 
which  expands  and  iinks  to  the  expressway  system  and  is  designed 
primariiy  for  the  movement  of  through  traffic  between  activity  centers 
of  medium  intensity. 
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•  Secondary  Arterial  -  A  major  thoroughfare,  with  limited  at-grade 
access,  which  supports  the  primary  arterial  system  by  providing 
essential  system  linkages  to  expressways,  primary  arterials,  and 
activity  centers  of  medium  intensity. 

•  Collector  Street  -  A  roadway  that  is  designed  to  provide  direct  access 
to  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  and  other  activity  areas  with  a 
primary  function  of  collecting  and  distributing  traffic  between  local 
access  streets  and  the  major  thoroughfare  system. 

•  Local  Access  Street  -  A  roadway  (primarily  a  residential  street)  that  is 
designed  to  provide  direct  access  to  individual  homes,  shops, 
abutting  land,  and  similar  minor  traffic  destinations,  with  no  provision 
for  through  traffic. 

Expressways  and  primary  and  secondary  arterials  comprise  the  major 
thoroughfare  system.  The  minor  or  local  street  system  is  composed  of  collector 
and  local  access  streets. 

The  evaluation  of  the  existing  roadway  conditions  focuses  on  capacity,  which 
reflects  the  ability  of  the  network  to  serve  the  traffic  demand  and  volume,  usually 
expressed  in  number  of  vehicles  per  hour.  The  capacity  of  a  roadway  depends 
on  the  street  width,  number  of  lanes,  intersection  control,  and  other  physical 
factors.  Depending  on  the  project  and  data  available,  traffic  volumes  are  typically 
reported  as  the  number  of  vehicular  movements  averaged  over  a  daily  period 
(average  daily  traffic  [ADT])  or  an  average  annual  period  (annual  average  daily 
traffic  [AADT]).  PHV  represents  the  most  critical  period  for  traffic  operations  and 
has  the  highest  highway  capacity  requirement.  The  PHV  is  not  constant  from  day 
to  day  or  from  season  to  season.  The  PHV  on  primary  and  secondary  arterials  is 
typically  about  1 0  percent  of  the  AADT ;  for  rural  highways,  this  figure  may  be  as 
high  as  25  percent  (Transportation  Research  Board,  1998).  These  values  are 
useful  indicators  in  determining  the  extent  to  which  the  roadway  segment  is  used 
and  in  assessing  the  potential  for  congestion  or  other  traffic  problems. 

The  performance  of  a  roadway  segment  is  generally  expressed  in  terms  of  level 
of  service  (LOS).  The  LOS  scale  ranges  from  A  to  F,  based  upon  a  volume-to- 
capacity  (V/C)  ratio.  LOS  A,  B,  and  C  are  considered  good  driving  conditions  with 
minor  or  tolerable  delays  by  motorists.  LOS  D,  E,  and  F  are  considered  poor  to 
completely  jammed  road  situations.  Table  3.2-2  presents  the  LOS  designations 
and  their  associated  V/C  ratios. 

Regional.  Brooks  AFB  lies  approximately  6  miles  southeast  of  Downtown  San 
Antonio.  Regional  and  inter-regional  access  to  the  base  is  provided  by  a  system 
of  expressways  and  arterials  (Figure  3.2-7).  The  base  can  be  accessed  from 
downtown  San  Antonio  and  other  locations  via  I-37/U.S.  Highway  (U.S.  #)  281, 
1-410/U.S.  281 ,  and  S.E.  Military  Drive  (Loop  13). 

1-37/U.S.  281  is  a  north-south,  four-lane  divided  expressway  that  connects  the 
City  of  San  Antonio  to  Corpus  Christi.  1-41 0/U.S.  281  is  also  a  four-lane,  divided, 
looped  expressway  on  the  outskirts  of  downtown  San  Antonio.  The  ADT  on 
1-37/U.S.  281  and  1-41 0/U.S.  281  in  1 996  was  31 ,000  and  25,000,  respectively. 
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Table  3.2-2.  Road  Transportation  Levels  of  Service 


Criteria  (V/C) 

LOS 

Description 

Expressways 

Primary 

and 

Secondary 

Arteriai 

Coiiector 
and  Locai 
Streets 

A 

Free  fiow,  with  users  unaffected  by 
presence  of  other  roadway  users 

0  -0.26 

0-0.3 

0-0.15 

B 

Stabie  fiow,  but  presence  of  users  in  traffic 
stream  become  noticeabie 

0.27-0.42 

0.31-0.5 

0.16-0.27 

C 

Stabie  fiow,  but  operation  of  singie  users 
becomes  affected  by  intersections  with 
others  in  traffic  stream 

0.43-0.63 

0.51-0.7 

0.28-0.43 

D 

High  density,  but  stabie  fiow;  speed  and 
freedom  of  movement  are  severeiy 
restricted;  poor  ievei  of  comfort  and 
convenience 

0.64-0.81 

0.71-0.84 

0.44-0.64 

E 

Unstabie  fiow;  operating  conditions  at 
capacity  with  reduced  speeds,  maneuvering 
difficuit,  and  extremeiy  poor  ieveis  of 
comfort  and  convenience 

0.82-1.00 

0.85-1.00 

0.65-1.00 

F 

Forced  breakdown  fiow  with  traffic  demand 
exceeding  capacity;  unstabie  stop-and-go 
traffic 

>1.00 

>1.00 

>1.00 

LOS  = 
V/C  = 

Source: 

level  of  service 
volume-to-capacity 

Compiled  from  Transportation  Research  Board,  1998. 

Local.  Access  into  Brooks  AFB  is  provided  by  the  Main  and  HSW  gates  from 
S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  by  the  West  Gate  on  the  west  side  of  the  base. 

S.E.  Miiitary  Drive,  which  foiiows  the  north  boundary  of  Brooks  AFB,  is  a  six-iane, 
east-west,  divided,  primary  arteriai  that  connects  1-37  with  the  base. 

South  Presa  Street,  on  the  west  and  southwest  sides  of  Brooks  AFB,  is  a  four-  to 
two-iane,  undivided,  secondary  arteriai  that  connects  1-410  with  S.E.  Miiitary 
Drive. 

Goiiad  Road,  adjacent  to  the  east  boundary  of  the  base,  is  a  two-iane,  north- 
south,  undivided,  coiiector  street  that  connects  with  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  base  and  I-410  south  of  the  base.  The  segment  of  Goiiad 
Road  north  of  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  is  a  four-iane,  undivided,  coiiector  street  that 
provides  an  aiternate  route  east  and  northeast  of  the  base  and  connects  with  1-37 
to  downtown  San  Antonio. 
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Henderson  Court  is  a  four-lane,  undivided  collector  street  that  connects  South 
Presa  Street  with  North  Road  at  the  former  West  Gate.  New  Braunfels  Avenue  is 
a  two-lane,  undivided  secondary  arterial  that  provides  an  alternate  route  to  1-37 
north  and  northwest  of  the  base. 

The  PHVs,  capacities,  and  LOS  on  key  expressways,  primary  and  secondary 
arterials,  and  collector  streets  are  listed  in  Table  3.2-3. 

Planned  transportation  improvements  are  identified  in  the  MPO  Transportation 
Plan  Project  List.  The  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  developed  by 
the  MPO,  is  a  rolling,  3-year  program.  Each  year  projects  are  added  to  the  third 
year  of  the  program.  The  TIP  can  be  amended  and  projects  can  be  changed  in 
scope,  added,  postponed,  or  deleted.  Planned  transportation  improvements 
within  the  ROI  include: 

•  Traffic  Management  System  for  1-37  from  Loop  13  (S.  E.  Military 
Drive)  to  1 .3  miles  south  of  U.S.  1 81 

•  Asphaltic  concrete  pavement  overlay  of  South  Presa  Street  (Spur 
122)  from  S.  E.  Military  Drive  to  U.S.  281 . 

On  Base.  The  primary  access  to  Brooks  AFB  is  S.E.  Military  Drive  off  of  1-37/ 
U.S.  281 .  The  main  access  road  through  the  base  is  North  Road,  a  three-lane 
road  with  one  lane  inbound  and  two  lanes  outbound;  a  one-lane,  each-way 
pattern  accommodates  most  of  the  through  traffic.  The  other  primary  on-base 
roads  include  Bypass  Road,  Inner  Circle  Drive,  Lindbergh  Drive,  5th  Street,  6th 
Street,  12th  Street,  and  18th  Street  (Drive  A).  Bypass  Road  and  5th  Street  are 
the  main  routes  going  south  from  North  Road.  Figure  3.2-8  shows  the  gate 
locations  and  the  on-base  transportation  network. 

Two  gates  along  S.E.  Military  Drive  provide  access  to  Brooks  AFB.  The  Main 
Gate  provides  access  via  North  Road.  Approximately  70  percent  of  the  traffic 
entering  and  exiting  the  base  uses  the  Main  Gate  (approximately  5,250  vehicles 
per  day).  The  HSW  Gate  provides  access  to  the  northwest  portion  of  the  base 
via  Perimeter  Road.  Approximately  20  percent  of  the  traffic  entering  and  exiting 
the  base  uses  this  gate  (approximately  1 ,500  vehicles  per  day).  Although  the 
West  Gate  (at  the  west  end  of  North  Road)  has  been  closed,  this  gate  was 
operational  when  baseline  traffic  data  were  collected  in  1 998.  Approximately  750 
vehicles  per  day  utilized  the  West  Gate  at  that  time. 

Table  3.2-4  provides  the  afternoon  PHVs  and  LOS  at  selected  segments  on 
Brooks  AFB. 

3. 2.3. 2  Other  Transportation  Modes. 

Rail  service  is  not  available  at  Brooks  AFB,  although  an  operational  rail  network 
provides  access  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio.  There  are  fixed-route  bus  services  in 
this  area,  provided  by  VIA.  There  is  a  VIA  bus  stop  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
base  along  S.E.  Military  Drive. 
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Table  3.2-3.  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads 
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Roadway 

Segment/No.  of  Lanes 

Capacity 

VPH 

PHV 

LOS 

I-37 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive,  4-lane  freeway 
(3  lane  each  way) 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

I-37 

S.E.  Military  Drive  to  1-410,  4-lane  freeway 
(2-lane  each  way) 

7,000 

3,100 

C 

I-37 

1-410  to  South  Presa  Street,  4-lane  freeway 
(2-lane  each  way) 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

I-410 

East  of  1-37,  4-lane  freeway  (2-lane  each  way) 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

1-410 

1-37  to  South  Presa  Street,  4-lane  freeway 
(2-lane  each  way) 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

1-410 

West  of  South  Presa  Street,  4-lane  freeway 
(2-lane  each  way) 

7,000 

2,200 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

1-37  to  Goliad  Road,  6-lane  (3-lane  each  way) 

8,400 

2,500 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Goliad  Road  to  Main  Gate,  6-lane  (3-lane  each 
way) 

8,400 

2,300 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Main  Gate  to  New  Braunfels  Avenue,  6-lane 
(3-lane  each  way) 

8,400 

1,200 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

New  Braunfels  Avenue  to  HSW  Gate,  6-lane 
(3-lane  each  way) 

8,400 

1,950 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

HSW  Gate  to  South  Presa  Street,  6-lane 
(3-lane  each  way) 

8,400 

1,600 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

West  of  South  Presa  Street,  6-lane  (3-lane 
each  way) 

8,400 

2,200 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive,  4-lane  (2-lane  each 
way) 

5,600 

600 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

S.E.  Military  Drive  to  Henderson  Court,  4-lane 
(2-lane  each  way) 

5,600 

600 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Henderson  Court  to  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road 
(location  of  Proposed  Southwest  Gate)  2-lane 
(1-lane  each  way) 

2,800 

650 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (location  of  Proposed 
Southwest  Gate)  to  Proposed  New  South  Gate 
location  2-lane  (1-lane  each  way) 

2,800 

650 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Proposed  New  South  Gate  location  to  1-410, 
2-lane  (1-lane  each  way) 

2,800 

550 

B 
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Roadway 

Segment/No.  of  Lanes 

Capacity 

VPH 

PHV 

LOS 

South  Presa  Street 

South  of  1-410,  2-lane  (1-lane  each  way) 

2,800 

450 

B 

Goliad  Road 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive,  4-lane  (2-lane  each 
way) 

5,600 

950 

B 

Goliad  Road 

S.E.  Military  Drive  to  1-410,  2-lane  (1-lane  each 
way) 

2,800 

600 

B 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive,  2-lane  (1-lane  each 
way) 

2,800 

950 

C 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive,  2-lane  (1-lane 
each  way) 

2,800 

1,150 

C 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

East  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue,  4-lane  (2-lane 
each  way) 

5,600 

400 

A 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

South  of  Goliad  Road,  4-lane  (2-lane  each 
way) 

5,600 

1,250 

A 

Henderson  Court 

West  Gate  to  South  Presa  Street,  4-lane 
(2-lane  each  way) 

5,600 

250 

A 

1  =  Interstate 

LOS  =  level  of  service 

PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
VPH  =  vehicles  per  hour 


3.2.4  Utilities 

The  utility  systems  discussed  in  this  section  include  the  facilities  and 
infrastructure  used  for: 

•  Potable  water  pumping,  treatment,  and  distribution 

•  Wastewater  collection  and  treatment 

•  Energy  generation  and  distribution,  including  the  provision  of 
electricity,  natural  gas,  and  steam  heat. 

The  major  components  of  these  utility  systems  include  processing  and 
distribution  capability,  storage  capacity,  average  daily  consumption,  peak 
demand,  and  related  factors  required  to  determine  the  adequacy  of  the  systems 
to  provide  service  in  the  future. 

The  ROI  for  assessing  utility  systems  comprises  the  service  areas  of  each  utility 
purveyor  servicing  the  base  and  communities  most  affected  by  the  BCBP, 
including  the  metropolitan  area  of  San  Antonio. 
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Table  3.2-4.  Afternoon  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads  -  Brooks  AFB 


Roadway 

Segment/No.  of  Lanes 

Capacity 

VPH 

1998 

PHV 

LOS 

North  Road 

From  Main  Gate  to  Bypass  Road,  4-iane 
(2-iane  each  way) 

4,000 

1,450 

C 

North  Road 

From  Bypass  Road  to  5th  Street,  3-iane 
(2-iane  outbound,  2-iane  inbound) 

3,000 

1,000 

C 

North  Road 

From  5th  Street  to  6th  Street,  4-iane  (2-iane 
outbound,  1-iane  inbound) 

3,000 

900 

C 

North  Road 

From  6th  Street  to  18th  Street  (Drive  A), 

2-iane  (1-iane  each  way) 

2,000 

800 

C 

North  Road 

From  1 8th  Street  (Drive  A)  to  West  Gate, 
3-iane  (2-iane  outbound,  1-iane  inbound) 

3,000 

200 

A 

HSW  Gate 

4-iane  (2-iane  each  way) 

4,000 

400 

A 

HSW  =  Human  Systems  Wing 
LOS  =  level  of  service 
PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
VPH  =  vehicles  per  hour 

Source:  Earth  Tech,  Inc.,  1998. 


3.2.4.1  Potable  Water 

On  Base.  There  are  no  on-base  drinking  water  weiis.  Potabie  water  is  suppiied 
to  Brooks  AFB  by  the  SAWS  at  two  iocations.  A  12-inch  water  iine  enters  the 
base  at  the  intersection  of  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  Goiiad  Road  on  the  northeast 
side  of  the  base.  A  10-inch  iine  enters  the  base  aiong  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  on  the 
northwest  side  of  the  base,  approximateiy  3,600  feet  east  of  Oid  Corpus  Christi 
Road.  The  two  iines  are  suppiied  by  a  20-inch  SAWS  distribution  iine  that  runs 
aiong  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  outside  of  the  base  boundary. 

Brooks  AFB  personnei  operate  and  maintain  approximateiy  1 1 4,000  iinear  feet 
(LF)  of  undergroundwater  distribution  piping  and  165  fire  hydrants  on  the  base. 
The  types  of  water  iines  in  use  consist  of  cast-iron,  transits,  and  poiyvinyi  chioride 
(PVC)  pipes.  The  majority  of  the  base  water  distribution  piping  is  approximateiy 
30  to  40  years  oid. 

Water  usage  in  San  Antonio  is  monitored  by  federai,  state,  and  iocai  agencies 
(see  Section  3. 5. 2.2).  The  Edwards  aquifer  is  the  primary  water  source  for  the 
San  Antonio  area.  Brooks  AFB  maintains  and  executes  a  Water  Conservation 
Pian  that  conforms  to  CoSA’s  Aquifer  Management  Pian.  Brooks  AFB  is  a 
member  of  the  SAWS  Community  Conservation  Committee  and  the  DOD  Miiitary 
Water  Working  Group. 

In  1 999,  Brooks  AFB  water  consumption  was  1 52  miiiion  gaiions  (MG),  or 
approximateiy  0.42  miiiion  gaiion  per  day  (MGD). 

Off  Base.  SAWS  is  one  of  the  primary  potabie  water  providers  in  the  urbanized 
portion  of  Bexar  County  and  is  a  pubiic  utiiity  owned  by  the  City  of  San  Antonio. 
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In  1 995,  it  served  approximately  1  million  people.  The  service  area  of  SAWS 
includes  most  of  by  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  several  suburban  municipalities,  and 
adjacent  portions  of  Bexar  County.  SAWS  services  approximately 
260,000  individual  customers. 

SAWS,  which  obtains  untreated  domestic  water  from  the  Edwards  aquifer,  is 
responsible  for  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  all  facilities  and 
equipment  required  for  water  distribution.  These  facilities  include  4,000  miles  of 
water  lines  and  85  water  wells.  In  1996,  SAWS  pumped  an  average  of  157  MGD 
of  potable  water  with  a  system  capacity  of  778  MGD. 

3.2A.2  \Naste\Nater 

On  Base.  The  base  sanitary  sewer  collection  system  comprises  approximately 
63,000  LF  of  sanitary  sewer  main.  Most  on-base  facilities  are  connected  to  the 
sanitary  sewer  collection  system  through  6-inch  to  24-inch  gravity  sewer  mains. 

A  lift  station  (Facility  561 )  was  recently  constructed  southwest  of  Facility  532.  A 
former  lift  station,  which  utilizes  2-inch-diameter  or  smaller  pipes,  is  situated  in 
the  Family  Campground  area.  The  lift  station  is  no  longer  in  use  because  the 
sanitary  sewer  system  in  the  area  has  been  modified  and  currently  operates  as  a 
gravity  feed  system.  The  pumps  in  the  lift  station  are  still  in  place,  but  no  longer 
in  service.  The  existing  gravity  lines  appear  to  have  sufficient  capacity  for 
existing  flows,  and  many  areas  appear  to  have  additional  capacity  available.  The 
sewer  main  pipes  vary  in  age  from  newly  installed  to  approximately  40  years  old. 

Wastewater  is  discharged  from  Brooks  AFB  into  the  City  of  San  Antonio’s 
sanitary  sewage  collection  system  at  two  points.  The  48-inch  city  main  along  Old 
Corpus  Christ!  Road  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  receives  the  bulk  of  the  base 
discharge  through  a  15-inch  gravity  flow  main.  A  10-inch  main  collects  and 
discharges  wastewater  from  Facilities  1184  through  1 189  on  the  southeast  side 
of  the  base  into  a  12-inch  city  main  on  the  south  side  of  the  base.  The  capacity  of 
the  base's  10-inch  gravity  sewer  line  is  estimated  at  0.77  MGD. 

The  48-inch  city  main  on  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  has  a  capacity  of  1 .9  MGD. 

This  line  is  an  emergency  bypass  line  used  to  divert  excess  wastewater  flows 
from  the  city’s  former  Rilling  Road  wastewater  treatment  plant  (WWTP)  to  the 
Salado  Creek  WWTP.  It  has  rarely  been  used  by  the  city,  and  only  a  few  local 
customers  are  serviced  by  this  line.  Studies  are  in  progress  to  determine  whether 
the  12-inch  line  on  the  southeast  side  of  the  base  has  any  available  capacity. 

SAWS  is  the  sole  wastewater  collection  and  processing  source  available  to 
Brooks  AFB.  In  1 999,  Brooks  AFB  discharged  88.4  MG  of  wastewater,  or 
approximately  0.24  MGD.  Currently,  the  base’s  wastewater  is  routed  to  the 
Salado  Creek  WWTP. 

Off  Base.  SAWS,  in  addition  to  being  the  primary  potable  water  provider  in  the 
urbanized  portion  of  Bexar  County,  is  the  only  sewage  treatment  agency  in  the 
area.  SAWS  also  provides  collection  and  treatment  services  by  contract  to 
developments  outside  its  defined  service  area. 
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SAWS  is  responsible  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  four  major  WWTPs, 
the  Leon  Creek,  Salado  Creek,  Dos  Rios,  and  Medio  Creek  plants.  These  plants 
treat  an  average  of  1 30  MG  of  wastewater  per  day,  with  a  total  capacity  (including 
an  excess  margin  required  by  state  regulators)  of  225  MGD.  Treated  wastewater 
effluent  is  the  principal  water  supply  for  Braunig  and  Calaveras  lakes,  the  two 
power  plant  cooling  lakes  operated  by  CPS  of  San  Antonio,  a  city-owned  utility 
company.  SAWS  is  also  developing  facilities  to  distribute  treated  wastewater  as 
a  substitute  for  aquifer  water  for  park  and  golf  course  irrigation  and  industrial  uses 
within  their  service  area. 

3.2.4.3  Energy 

Electricity 

On  Base.  CPS  of  San  Antonio  supplies  electricity  to  Brooks  AFB.  Electrical 
power  is  provided  by  three  CPS-owned  overhead  feeders  and  enters  the  base  on 
the  southwest  corner.  The  three  feeders  are  individually  metered  on  CPS- 
installed  and  -maintained  meters.  CPS  owns  and  maintains  approximately 
1 6,897  LF  of  overhead  aluminum  distribution  lines  that  run  along  the  west  side  of 
the  base.  CPS  also  owns  and  maintains  the  main  substation,  which  is  on  the 
west  side  of  the  base.  The  primary  distribution  voltage  on  Brooks  AFB  is 
13.2  kilovolts  (kV). 

Brooks  AFB  personnel  operate  and  maintain  the  on-base  electrical  distribution 
system.  All  of  the  base-owned  electrical  distribution  feeder  lines  consist  of 
copper  conductors.  Approximately  70  percent  of  the  base  primary  distribution 
system  is  pole-mounted,  overhead  service,  and  approximately  30  percent  is 
underground.  Much  of  this  system  is  fewer  than  10  years  old.  There  is  no 
electrical  generating  capacity  on  the  base.  In  1999,  on-base  electricity 
consumption  was  approximately  63  million  kilowatt  hours  (MkWH),  or  0.17  MkWH 
per  day. 

Off  Base.  CPS  provides  electricity  for  all  of  Bexar  County  and  portions  of  several 
surrounding  counties.  CPS’s  electricity  generating  capability  has  increased 
during  the  last  10  years  with  completion  of  two  units  of  the  South  Texas  Project 
nuclear  facility  in  1 988  and  1 989,  and  the  addition  of  a  third  coal  unit  at  the 
Calaveras  Lake  Facility  in  1992.  Approximately  1 ,200  megawatts  (MW)  of 
generating  capacity  were  added  by  these  units,  bringing  the  total  CPS  capability 
to  its  current  level  of  approximately  4,500  MW.  Peak  demand  on  the  electrical 
system  during  summer  1997  was  3,448  MW,  an  all-time  record.  This  represents 
an  increase  of  2.7  percent  over  the  1 996  peak  demand. 

Natural  Gas 

On  Base.  Natural  gas  is  transported  to  Brooks  AFB  through  a  gas  distribution 
piping  system  owned  by  CPS.  Two  4-inch  gas  lines  enter  the  base.  One  is  on 
the  west  side  of  the  base  along  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  and  enters  Brooks  AFB 
approximately  1 ,1 00  feet  south  of  S.E.  Military  Drive.  The  other  line  enters  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  base  at  the  intersection  of  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Goliad 
Road. 
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Brooks  AFB  personnel  operate  and  maintain  approximately  14  miles  of  on-base 
natural  gas  lines.  Approximately  39  percent  of  the  government-owned  gas 
distribution  line  is  2  inches  in  diameter,  39  percent  is  3  inches  in  diameter,  and 
the  remaining  22  percent  is  4  inches  in  diameter.  In  1997,  on-base  natural  gas 
consumption  was  approximately  280  million  cubic  feet  (MCF),  or  0.77  MCF  per 
day. 

By  1998,  much  of  the  base-owned  gas  distribution  pipes  were  over  50  years  old, 
constructed  of  steel,  and  did  not  have  cathodic  protection.  A  project  is  in 
progress  to  replace  deficient  natural  gas  distribution  pipes.  Phase  I  of  this  project 
was  completed  in  November  1 998.  Under  this  phase  of  the  project,  65  percent  of 
the  steel  lines  were  replaced  with  PVC  pipes.  Phase  I  included  replacement  of 
the  gas  lines  in  the  1 1 00s  area  (the  area  containing  Facilities  1 1 62  through 
1 1 93  bounded  by  Welch,  Chennault,  Hawks,  and  Maitland  roads)  and  the  central 
portion  of  the  base.  The  second  phase  of  the  project  has  been  programmed  for 
fiscal  year  2003  and  would  include  replacing  the  gas  lines  in  the  SAM-100  series 
buildings  and  the  MFH  areas. 

Brooks  AFB  also  has  one  large  central  heating  and  cooling  distribution  plant. 

This  plant,  situated  in  Facility  165,  provides  year-round  heating  and  cooling 
services  to  17  on-base  facilities  through  a  looped-chilled  water  distribution  system 
and  a  steam  and  condensate  return  line  system.  These  systems  are  routed 
through  an  underground  utility  tunnel  to  the  facilities  served.  The  plant  and  tunnel 
were  constructed  in  1959. 

In  1997/1998,  a  200-horsepower  (hp)  steam  boiler  and  two  600-hp  steam  boilers 
were  installed  to  replace  the  previous  boilers.  These  boilers  normally  use  natural 
gas,  but  if  the  natural  gas  supply  is  interrupted,  the  boilers  are  equipped  to  run 
on  #2  fuel  oil.  There  is  one  aboveground  1 0,000-gallon,  fuel  oil  tank  at  the  facility. 
The  new  200-hp  boiler  is  rated  at  6,900  pounds  per  hour,  and  the  600-hp  steam 
boilers  are  rated  at  20,700  pounds  per  hour,  for  a  total  steam-generating  capacity 
of  48,300  pounds  per  hour.  The  normal  operating  pressure  is  125  pounds  per 
square  inch  gauge  (psig),  and  the  average  daily  steam  demand  is  27,600  pounds 
per  hour.  On  average,  the  boilers  require  5,000  gallons  of  "make-up"  water  and 
consume  1 04,000  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day. 

There  are  three  650-ton  and  three  625-ton,  electric-driven  centrifugal  chillers  in 
the  central  cooling  plant.  The  total  chilled  water  capacity  of  the  plant  is 
3,825  tons,  and  the  average  daily  demand  is  2,500  tons.  In  addition  to  the  central 
cooling  plant,  there  are  individual  chiller  plants  at  Facilities  930  (Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory)  and  578  (Human  Resources  Directorate).  These  chillers 
are  dedicated  to  those  facilities  and  are  operated  year-round. 

Off  Base.  Natural  gas  for  Bexar  County  and  portions  of  several  surrounding 
counties  is  provided  by  CPS.  According  to  historical  usage  data,  residential 
customer  growth  has  been  offset  by  a  decline  in  average  consumption  per 
customer;  therefore,  total  residential  consumption  remains  essentially  constant. 
Approximately  one-third  of  the  total  natural  gas  within  the  ROI  is  used  for  heating. 
Total  natural  gas  consumption  was  26.8  billion  cubic  feet  in  1997. 
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3.3 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 


Hazardous  materials  management  activities  at  Brooks  AFB  are  governed  by 
specific  environmental  regulations.  For  the  purpose  of  the  following  discussion, 
the  term  hazardous  materials  refers  to  those  substances  defined  as  hazardous  by 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act 
(CERCLA),  42  U.S.C.  Section  9601  et  seq.,  as  amended.  In  general,  this 
includes  substances  that,  because  of  their  quantity,  concentration,  or  physical, 
chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics,  may  present  substantial  danger  to  public 
health,  welfare,  or  the  environment  when  released.  Hazardous  materials,  storage 
tanks,  pesticide  usage,  radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  are  discussed  in  this 
section. 

A  radon  screening  was  conducted  at  Brooks  AFB  in  1991  according  to  the  Air 
Force  Radon  Assessment  and  Mitigation  program  guidance,  which  is  similar  to 
U.S.  ERA  mitigation  action  level  guidance.  The  survey  included  MFH  units  and 
unaccompanied  housing.  The  survey  results  were  below  the  U.S.  EPA's 
recommended  mitigation  level  of  4.0  picocuries  per  liter  (pCi/l)  (U.S.  Air  Force, 

1 993).  Because  radon  is  not  an  issue  at  Brooks  AFB,  it  will  not  be  discussed 
further  in  this  analysis. 

The  ROI  encompasses  all  geographic  areas  that  are  exposed  to  the  possibility  of 
a  release  of  hazardous  materials  and  comprises  only  property  contained  within 
the  existing  base  boundaries. 

3.3.1  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Hazardous  materials  commonly  utilized  at  Brooks  AFB  for  laboratory  and 
industrial  operations  include  solvents,  corrosives,  paints,  thinners,  pesticides, 
compressed  gases,  laboratory  chemicals,  motor  fuels,  calibrating  fluids,  hydraulic 
fluids,  and  petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricants  (POL).  Under  10  U.S.C.  2692,  Storage, 
Treatment,  and  Disposal  of  Nondefense  Toxic  and  Hazardous  Materials,  only 
DOD  or  a  military  member  assigned  to  MFH  may  store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic 
or  hazardous  materials  on  DOD  installations,  unless  a  statutory  exception  applies 
to  a  non-DOD  entity’s  activities. 

A  Hazardous  Materials  Emergency  Response  Plan  has  been  prepared  in 
accordance  with  Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32-7043  guidance.  The  plan  also 
complies  with  AFI  32-4002,  Hazardous  Materials  Emergency  Planning  and 
Response  Compliance;  U.S.  ERA  spill  prevention,  control,  and  countermeasures 
requirements;  Emergency  Planning  and  Community  Right-to  Know  Act  (EPCRA); 
and  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  requirements.  The 
plan  provides  guidance  for  the  identification  of  possible  hazardous  material 
sources,  the  discovery  and  reporting  of  a  hazardous  materials  release,  and 
procedures  to  follow  after  a  release  has  occurred. 

Brooks  AFB  has  also  prepared  an  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substance  Spill  Prevention 
and  Response  Plan  that  provides  guidance  and  assigns  responsibilities  to 
prevent  and  respond  to  oil  and  hazardous  substance  discharges.  Spill  response 
is  conducted  by  the  base  Fire  Protection  Flight,  and  inspections  of  facilities  are 
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conducted  by  the  Fire  Protection  Fiight,  Safety,  and  Bioenvironmentai 
Engineering  Services  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1997b). 

Transportation  of  hazardous  materiais  is  reguiated  by  the  federai  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  under  the  Flazardous  Materiais  Transportation  Act  (FIMTA), 
49  CFR  Parts  107,  171-179. 

3.3.2  Storage  Tanks 

Underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  are  subject  to  federai  reguiations  within  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA),  42  U.S.C.  6991  etseq.,  and 
U.S.  EPA  impiementing  reguiations  40  CFR  Part  280.  These  reguiations  were 
mandated  by  the  Flazardous  and  Soiid  Waste  Amendments  of  1 984.  The  state 
reguiates  USTs  under  31  Texas  Administrative  Code  (TAC)  334  Subchapter  A; 
the  reguiations  are  enforced  by  the  Texas  Naturai  Resource  Conservation 
Commission  (TNRCC).  The  TNRCC  aiso  reguiates  storage  tanks  that  are 
considered  a  stationary  source  of  voiatiie  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  under 
31  TAC  115.1 12.  Additionaiiy,  storage  tanks  are  subject  to  reguiations  under  the 
Ciean  Water  Act  (CWA)  (33  U.S.C.  1251-1578)  oii  poiiution  provisions 
(specificaiiy,  40  CFR  Part  112). 

The  state  manages  aboveground  storage  tanks  (ASTs)  having  a  capacity  of 
1 ,1 00  gaiions  and  greater  under  31  TAC  334  Subchapter  F;  this  reguiation  is 
enforced  by  the  TNRCC.  ASTs  are  aiso  managed  using  the  Fiammabie  and 
Combustibie  Liquids  code  provisions  of  the  Nationai  Fire  Protection  Association 
guideiines. 

The  base  currentiy  manages  three  active  USTs.  These  tanks,  situated  at  Faciiity 
706  (service  station),  contain  gasoiine  and  are  reguiated  by  the  state.  One  UST, 
a  100-gaiion  tank  at  Buiiding  698,  has  been  ciosed  in  piace.  The  tank,  which 
formeriy  contained  hydrauiic  oii,  has  been  fiiied  with  concrete  siurry.  In  1 994,  a 
release  of  diesel  fuel  was  identified  during  removal  of  two  USTs  at  Building  165. 
The  release  is  being  addressed  as  a  UST  compliance  issue  under  state 
regulations.  Based  on  physical  observation,  photoionization  detector  readings, 
and  analytical  results  of  samples  collected  from  the  UST  excavation  pit  at  the 
time  of  removal  in  December  1994,  it  was  determined  that  the  site  was 
contaminated.  Total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  were  detected  in  samples  collected 
from  the  excavation  pit  at  levels  exceeding  the  TNRCC  action  level.  The 
contaminated  soil  was  removed  and  a  remediation  system  was  installed. 
Remediation  of  the  site  is  complete  and  closure  documentation  has  been 
submitted  to  the  TNRCC  for  approval.  The  TNRCC  has  not  responded  to  the 
closure  documents  to  date;  however,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  TNRCC  will  concur 
with  closure  of  the  site. 

There  are  28  active  ASTs.  Of  the  active  ASTs,  four  are  larger  than  1 ,1 00  gallons 
and  are  regulated.  Two  of  these  tanks  contain  diesel  and  two  contain  gasoline. 

Of  the  28  ASTs,  22  are  day  tanks  associated  with  generators.  The  remaining  two 
ASTs  contain  used  oil.  Table  3.3-1  lists  the  ASTs,  including  day  tanks, 
associated  with  generators. 
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Table  3.3-1.  Aboveground  Storage  Tanks 


Building  Number 

Contents 

Capacity 

(gallons) 

100 

Diesel 

150 

110 

Diesel 

220 

125 

Diesel 

220 

135 

Diesel 

150 

140 

Diesel 

200 

150 

Diesel 

220 

160 

Diesel 

300 

165 

Diesel 

185 

165 

Diesel 

10,000 

170 

Diesel 

130 

175E/W 

Diesel 

260 

180 

Diesel 

150 

185 

Diesel 

220 

531 

Diesel 

185 

618 

Diesel 

75 

619 

Diesel 

60 

640 

Diesel 

50 

661 

Diesel 

100 

706B 

Used  Oil 

550 

749 

Diesel 

185 

808 

Diesel 

60 

930 

Diesel 

120 

1108/1128 

Diesel 

10,000 

1108/1128 

Gasoline 

10,000 

1108/1128 

Gasoline 

3,000 

1157 

Used  Oil 

400 

1176 

Diesel 

25 

1179 

Diesel 

150 

Oil/water  separators  (OWSs)  are  flow-through  treatment  systems  used  to 
separate  oils,  fuels,  and  grease  from  water  prior  to  discharge.  There  are  four 
active  OWSs  on  Brooks  AFB  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1998a).  Table  3.3-2  lists  the 
OWSs  on  Brooks  AFB. 


Table  3.3-2.  Oil/Water  Separators 


Building  Number 

Building  Description 

644 

Golf  Course  Maintenance  Building 

1107 

Wash  Rack  (Military) 

1164 

Civil  Engineer  Maintenance  Shop 

1165 

Wash  Rack  (Civilian) 
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3.3.3  Pesticide  Usage 


The  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (FIFRA),  7  U.S.C. 
136-136y,  regulates  the  registration  and  use  of  pesticides.  Pesticide 
management  activities  are  subject  to  federal  regulations  contained  in  40  CFR 
Parts  1 62,  1 65,  1 66,  1 70,  and  1 71 .  All  pest  management  activities  at  Brooks 
AFB  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  instructions  and  Environmental 
Management  Directorate  recommendations,  which  follow  FIFRA  regulations. 

Implementation  of  the  Pest  Management  Program  at  Brooks  AFB  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Base  Civil  Engineer.  Brooks  AFB  maintains  an  Integrated 
Pest  Management  Plan  as  required  by  DOD  Directive  4150.7  and  as  outlined  in 
the  Armed  Forces  Pest  Management  Board's  Technical  Information 
Memorandum  No.  1 8.  Pest  management  practices  include  inspecting  and 
controlling,  on  an  as-needed  basis,  pests  that  affect  households,  structures, 
public  health,  and  ornamental  plants.  Pesticide  application  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Pest  Management  Professionals;  herbicide  application  is  typically  performed 
by  the  Grounds  Maintenance  Shop.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the 
Texas  Department  of  Agriculture  and  DOD  allows  DOD-certified  pesticide 
applicators  to  apply  pesticides  on  federally  owned  or  controlled  land.  All  on-base 
pesticide  applications,  except  for  household  use,  are  conducted  by  certified 
applicators. 

Pesticides  and  herbicides  used  on  the  golf  course  are  stored  in  the  golf  course 
maintenance  building;  application  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Golf  Course 
Maintenance  Shop.  Pesticides  applied  by  contractors  would  be  brought  onto  the 
base  as  needed.  Records  of  pesticide  applications,  including  applications  on  the 
golf  course,  are  maintained  by  Pest  Management  Professionals.  Small  quantities 
of  pesticides  intended  for  household  use  are  available  in  the  commissary, 
exchange  sales  store,  and  self-help  store. 

3.3.4  Radioactive  Materiais  and  Waste 

The  U.S.  EPA,  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission,  and  the  Department  of 
Energy  have  overlapping  authority  on  the  disposal  of  radioactive  materials. 
Radioactive  waste  is  classified  as  a  high-level  waste  if  it  contains  transuranic 
waste  greater  than  100  nanocuries  per  gram  (nCi/g);  low-level  radioactive  waste 
(LLRW)  includes  those  that  emit  less  than  100  nCi/g.  Disposal  requirements  for 
radioactive  waste  are  provided  in  10  CFR  Parts  20.301-20.401 ,  AFI  40-201 
(Management  of  Radioactive  Material  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force),  and  Air  Force 
Technical  Order  00-1 10N2. 

Management  of  radioactive  materials  and  waste  at  Brooks  AFB  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  individual  units  to  which  the  materials  are  issued/permitted, 
with  oversight  by  AFIERA/Radiation  Surveillance  Division,  Health  Physics  Branch 
(SDRH),  Air  Force  Radioactive  and  Mixed  Waste  Office  (AFRMWO)  and  the 
Radiation  Safety  Officer  (RSO),  31 1  MDS/SGPB.  AFIERA/SDRH  (AFRMWO),  in 
conjunction  with  the  RSO,  also  establishes  management  procedures  for 
radioactive  material  storage,  disposal,  and  spill  responses. 
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Activities  at  Brooks  AFB  require  the  use  and  storage  of  a  number  of  radioactive 
materiais  for  a  variety  of  purposes,  inciuding  equipment  caiibration,  medicai 
diagnosis  and  treatment,  and  iaboratory  testing,  anaiysis,  and  research  activities. 
Brooks  AFB  hoids  generaiiy  iicensed  and  specific  permits  to  store  radioactive 
materiais.  These  permits  are  appiicabie  for  the  entire  base;  individuai  faciiities 
are  covered  under  the  base  permits,  as  iong  as  the  permitted  storage  quantity  for 
each  materiai  is  not  exceeded. 

Brooks  AFB  has  a  permit  to  store  consoiidated  excess  radioactive  commodities. 
Aii  LLRW  generated  on  base  is  taken  to  Faciiity  1 75,  Faciiity  1181,  Faciiity  1191, 
or  storage  sheds  next  to  the  former  airfieid.  The  LLRW  is  picked  up  for  off-site 
disposai  by  a  private  contractor. 

A  singie  buriai  of  radioactive  waste  occurred  within  the  boundaries  of  IRP  Site 
LF008.  This  site  is  discussed  further  in  Section  3.4.2. 2,  Instaiiation  Restoration 
Program  Sites. 

3.3.5  Ordnance 

Flistoricaiiy,  the  Brooks  AFB  mission  has  not  required  the  storage  or  use  of  iarge 
quantities  of  ordnance.  The  security  poiice  operations  buiiding  (Faciiity  1 1 76) 
contains  an  armory  used  for  storage  of  smaii  quantities  of  ammunition,  tear  gas, 
and  weapons-cieaning  materiais. 

Four  former  skeet  ranges  and  two  former  smaii  firearms  ranges  have  been 
identified  at  Brooks  AFB.  The  ranges  are  associated  with  potentiai  iead  and 
hydrocarbon  (skeet  ranges  oniy)  contamination.  These  sites  are  being 
investigated  as  an  area  of  concern  (AOC)  under  the  IRP  and  are  discussed  in 
Section  3.4.2,  Hazardous  Waste  Management. 

3.4  SOLID  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

The  foiiowing  sections  address  hazardous  and  soiid  waste  management  at 
Brooks  AFB  and  within  the  region. 

3.4.1  Solid  Waste  Management 

RCRA  of  1 976  is  the  federai  iaw  governing  the  disposai  of  soiid  waste.  Subtitie  D 
of  this  Act,  as  amended,  estabiishes  federai  standards  and  requirements  for  state 
and  regionai  authorities  with  respect  to  soiid  waste  disposai.  The  objectives  of 
Subtitie  D  are  to  assist  in  deveioping  and  encouraging  environmentaiiy  sound 
methods  for  the  disposai  of  soiid  waste  that  maximize  the  utiiization  of  vaiuabie 
resources  recoverabie  from  soiid  waste. 

The  Soiid  Waste  Disposai  Act  (SWDA)  of  1965,  as  amended,  requires  that 
federai  faciiities  compiy  with  aii  federai,  state,  interstate,  and  iocai  requirements 
concerning  the  disposai  and  management  of  soiid  waste.  These  requirements 
inciude  permitting,  iicensing,  and  reporting. 
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In  addition,  Executive  Order  (EO)  12873,  Federai  Acquisition,  Recyciing  and 
Waste  Prevention,  in  concert  with  RCRA  and  the  SWDA,  directed  federai 
agencies  to  set  goais  for  soiid  waste  prevention  and  recyciing.  The  Air  Force 
Poiiution  Prevention  Program  set  the  goais  of  reducing  the  quantity  of  soiid  waste 
disposed  of  in  iandfiiis  by  10  percent  (1993),  30  percent  (1996),  and  50  percent 
(1997)  from  the  1992  baseiine. 

The  Texas  SWDA  estabiished  the  goai  of  40  percent  for  recyciing  of  the  state’s 
municipai  soiid  waste  stream,  and  the  TNRCC  estabiished  the  goai  of  composting 
1 5  percent  of  the  state’s  municipai  soiid  waste  stream. 

This  section  addresses  coiiection,  storage,  and  disposai  of  soiid  waste  at  Brooks 
AFB  and  within  the  City  of  San  Antonio.  Soiid  waste  is  considered  to  be 
nonhazardous  trash,  rubbish,  garbage,  buiky  waste,  iiquids,  or  siudge  generated 
by  associated  operations  and  activities.  Recyciing  and  resource  recovery  are 
aiso  described  in  this  section,  as  these  activities  are  considered  a  form  of  soiid 
waste  management. 

On  Base.  There  are  no  active  sanitary  iandfiiis  on  base.  Soiid  waste  generated 
by  activities  at  Brooks  AFB  is  picked  up  by  a  private  contractor  and  taken  to  the 
Tessman  Sanitary  Landfiii,  operated  by  BFI.  In  1999,  approximately  3.1  tons  per 
day  were  disposed  of  in  the  Tessman  Sanitary  Landfill.  Recyclables  are  also 
taken  off  base  and  sorted  by  a  private  contractor.  In  addition  to  the  Tessman 
Sanitary  Landfill,  there  are  two  private  landfills  within  the  ROI  that  may  be 
contracted  by  the  base  for  future  solid  waste  disposal.  Table  3.4-1  lists  the 
annual  quantities  of  solid  waste  generated  at  Brooks  AFB  from  1997  through 
1999. 


Table  3.4-1.  Brooks  AFB  Annual  Solid  Waste  Generation,  1997-1999 


1997  1998  1999 

Tons/  Average  Tons/  Average  Tons/  Average 

Year _ Tons/Day  Year _ Tons/Day  Year  Tons/Day 


Disposal 

1,169 

3.2 

1,180 

3.2 

1,140 

3.1 

Recyclables 

288 

0.8 

387 

1.1 

458 

1.3 

Total  Solid  Waste  Generated 

1,457 

4.0 

1,467 

4.3 

1,598 

4.4 

Recycling  Rate  (percent) 

19.8 

24.7 

28.6 

Brooks  AFB  has  implemented  a  Qualified  Recycling  Program  (QRP)  to  maximize 
cost  effectiveness,  cost  avoidance,  and  cost  reduction  through  source  reduction/ 
reuse/recycling.  The  purpose  of  the  QRP  is  to  assist  Brooks  AFB  in  meeting  the 
DQD/Air  Force/state  of  Texas  goals  for  solid  waste  generation  and  disposal. 

Off  Base.  The  landfill  owned  and  operated  by  the  City  of  San  Antonio  was  closed 
in  1 993.  Currently,  there  are  three  private  disposal  facilities  contracted  by  the  city 
to  handle  solid  waste  disposal.  These  landfills,  Tessman  Sanitary  Landfill 
(managed  by  BFI),  Covel  Gardens  Disposal  Facility  (managed  by  Waste 
Management  Company),  and  Buda  Disposal  Facility  (managed  by  TDS,  Inc.),  are 
described  below. 
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Tessman  Sanitary  Landfill.  This  is  a  265-acre  soiid  waste  management  faciiity 
with  potentiai  for  expansion  to  929  acres.  This  faciiity  is  managed  by  BFi.  Based 
on  1997  projections,  the  Tessman  Sanitary  Landfiii  has  a  iife  expectancy  through 
2065  with  the  proposed  expansion  pian.  Currentiy,  approximateiy  1 ,300  to 
1 ,600  tons  per  day  of  soiid  waste  are  disposed  of  in  this  iandfiii. 

Covel  Gardens  Disposal  Facility.  Covei  Gardens  Recyciing,  Processing,  and 
Disposai  Faciiity  is  a  230-acre  waste  disposai  faciiity  managed  by  Waste 
Management  Company.  This  faciiity  is  permitted  for  TNRCC  Ciass  1  industriai 
nonhazardous  and  speciai  waste,  TNRCC  Ciass  2  industriai  and  speciai  waste, 
and  Type  i  municipai  soiid  waste.  The  faciiity’s  permit  for  bioremediation  of 
petroieum  impacted  soiis  is  pending.  The  totai  permitted  disposai  capacity  is 
9  miiiion  tons,  of  which  2  miiiion  tons  are  dedicated  for  Ciass  i  industriai 
nonhazardous  waste.  Based  on  the  projected  disposai  rate,  it  has  a  iife 
expectancy  through  201 8.  Currentiy,  this  faciiity  accepts  approximateiy 
4,000  tons  of  soiid  waste  per  day. 

Buda  Disposal  Facility.  Buda  Recyciing,  Processing,  and  Disposai  Faciiity  has 
a  totai  disposai  capacity  of  48  miiiion  tons  and  is  managed  by  TDS,  inc. 
Construction  debris  is  aiso  recycied  at  this  faciiity.  Based  on  1997  projections, 
the  Buda  Disposai  Faciiity  has  a  iife  expectancy  through  2056.  Currentiy,  this 
faciiity  accepts  approximateiy  1 ,500  to  2,000  tons  of  soiid  waste  per  day. 

The  city  owns  and  operates  a  transfer  station  in  the  north-centrai  portion  of  San 
Antonio.  This  station  processes  and  transfers  approximateiy  one-third  of  the 
city’s  residentiai  refuse  to  the  Buda  Disposai  Faciiity. 

The  average  annuai  soiid  waste  generation  rate  within  the  ROi  is  1 .68  tons  per 
househoid.  Of  this  totai,  approximateiy  1 .66  tons  are  disposed  of  in  iandfiiis  and 
0.2  ton  is  recycied.  Tabie  3.4-2  shows  soiid  waste  generation  rates  in  the  ROi 
from  1996  to  1998. 


Table  3.4-2.  Annual  Solid  Waste  Generation,  1996-1998  (tons  per  year) 


Fiscai  Year  Ended  on  September  30 

1996-1997 

1997-1998'®' 

Curbside  Waste  hauied  by  City 

301,600 

312,780 

Curbside  Waste  hauied  by  Contractors 

17,450 

25,788 

Buiky  item  (hauied  by  City,  3  times/year) 

80,000 

63,684 

Recyciing  Amount  by  City 

26,100 

24,958 

Recyciing  Amount  by  Contractors 

1,970 

1,442 

Note:  (a)  Estimated  year-end. 


3.4.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Hazardous  waste  management  activities  at  Brooks  AFB  are  governed  by  specific 
environmentai  reguiations.  For  the  purpose  of  the  foiiowing  discussion,  the  term 
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hazardous  waste  refers  to  those  substances  defined  by  CERCLA,  42  U.S.C.  9601 
et  seq.,  as  amended;  and  the  SWDA,  as  amended  by  RCRA,  42  U.S.C.  6901  - 
6992,  as  amended.  In  general,  this  includes  substances  that,  because  of  their 
quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics,  may 
present  substantial  danger  to  public  health,  welfare,  or  the  environment  when 
released.  Hazardous  waste,  IRP  sites,  asbestos,  medical/biohazardous  waste, 
and  lead-based  paint  are  discussed  in  this  section. 

A  basewide  survey  has  been  conducted  to  identify  all  on-base  polychlorinated 
biphenyl  (RGB)  transformers.  The  disposal  of  RGBs  is  regulated  under  the 
federal  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (TSCA)  (15  U.S.C.  Section  2601  et  seq.,  as 
implemented  by  40  CFR  Part  761),  which  banned  the  manufacture  and 
distribution  of  RGBs,  with  the  exception  of  RGBs  used  in  an  enclosed  system.  By 
federal  definition,  PCB  equipment  contains  500  parts  per  million  (ppm)  RGBs  or 
more;  whereas  PCB-contaminated  equipment  contains  PCB  concentrations  equal 
to  or  greater  than  50  ppm,  but  less  than  500  ppm,  and  PCB  items  contain  from 
5  to  49  ppm  RGBs.  The  TSCA  regulates  and  the  U.S.  EPA  enforces  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  all  sources  of  RGBs  containing  50  ppm  or  more;  the  regulations 
are  more  stringent  for  PCB  equipment  than  for  PCB-contaminated  equipment.  All 
PCB-contaminated  transformers,  capacitors,  and  switches  on  Brooks  AFB  were 
removed  by  June  1992  and  replaced  with  non-PCB-containing  equipment. 

Brooks  AFB  is  considered  PCB-free  (Human  Systems  Center,  1997).  In  their  role 
as  a  center  for  risk  analysis,  AFIERA  receives  items  from  Air  Force  and  DOD 
clients  to  be  sampled  for  possible  PCB  content.  Following  sampling  and  analysis, 
PCB-containing  items  are  then  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  TSCA  regulations. 

The  ROI  encompasses  all  geographic  areas  that  are  potentially  exposed  to  a 
release  of  hazardous  waste.  The  ROI  for  known  contaminated  sites  is  within  the 
base  boundaries,  with  the  exception  of  the  groundwater  contamination  plume 
associated  with  Fire  Protection  Training  Area  (FPTA)  2  (IRP  Site  FT002),  which 
originates  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  base  and  extends  off  base  to  the  south. 
Specific  geographic  areas  affected  by  past  and  current  hazardous  waste 
operations,  including  clean-up  activities,  are  presented  in  the  following  sections. 

3.4.2.1  Hazardous  Waste  Management. 

In  1976,  the  federal  government  issued  regulations  for  hazardous  waste 
management  in  RCRA.  The  U.S.  EPA  has  authorized  the  TNRCC  to  administer 
its  hazardous  waste  program  in  Texas.  The  TNRCC  is  now  the  lead  agency  for 
regulation  interpretations,  waste  classification  decisions,  RCRA-permitted  facility 
decisions,  and  implementation  of  hazardous  waste  regulations.  State-authorized 
hazardous  waste  programs  approved  under  RCRA  by  the  U.S.  EPA  are 
authorized  to  administer  the  federal  rules.  State-authorized  programs  must  be 
equally  or  more  stringent  than  the  federal  regulations.  The  U.S.  EPA  and  the 
TNRCC  have  the  authority  to  inspect  and  enforce  these  regulations;  however, 
enforcement  is  based  on  TNRCC  hazardous  waste  rules.  The  state  hazardous 
waste  regulations  are  outlined  in  30  TAG  335,  Texas  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Regulations. 
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Hazardous  waste  generated  at  Brooks  AFB  during  routine  vehicie  maintenance, 
base  support  operations,  and  iaboratory  research  inciudes  soivents,  paint  waste, 
photochemicai  waste,  batteries,  biohazards,  iaboratory  waste,  off-specification 
chemicais,  and  waste  generated  from  IRP  site  remediation.  Hazardous  waste 
generated  on  base  is  coiiected  at  initiai  accumuiation  points  (lAPs).  Up  to 
55  gaiions  of  a  hazardous  waste,  or  1  quart  of  an  acuteiy  hazardous  or  extremeiy 
hazardous  waste,  may  be  accumuiated  at  an  lAP  at  or  near  the  point  of 
generation.  Once  one  of  the  above  criteria  has  been  met  at  the  lAP,  the  waste  is 
moved  to  the  accumuiation  point  at  the  Centrai  Accumuiation  Faciiity  (Faciiity 
1 1 35),  where  it  may  be  stored  for  no  ionger  than  1 80  days.  Before  1 80  days 
eiapse,  hazardous  waste  is  shipped  off  base  for  treatment  and  disposai.  Brooks 
AFB  is  a  smaii-quantity  generator  of  hazardous  waste  with  no  permitted  iong-term 
hazardous  waste  storage  faciiities  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1998a).  In  accordance  with 
10  U.S.C.  2692,  Storage,  Treatment,  and  Disposai  of  Nondefense  Toxic  and 
Hazardous  Materiais,  oniy  DOD  or  a  miiitary  member  assigned  to  MFH  may 
store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic  or  hazardous  materiais  on  DOD  instaiiations, 
uniess  a  statutory  exception  appiies  to  a  non-DOD  entity’s  activities. 

The  Environmentai  Management  Directorate  is  responsibie  for  hazardous  waste 
management  at  the  base.  In  accordance  with  RCRA  and  TNRCC  reguiations. 
Brooks  AFB  has  impiemented  a  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Pian  and  thus 
has  compiied  with  federai,  state,  and  iocai  reguiatory  requirements. 

3.4.2.2  Installation  Restoration  Program  Sites. 

The  IRP  is  an  Air  Force  program  that  identifies,  characterizes,  and  remediates 
past  environmentai  contamination  on  Air  Force  instaiiations.  Aithough  wideiy 
accepted  at  the  time,  procedures  foiiowed  prior  to  the  mid-1970s  for  managing 
and  disposing  of  waste  often  resuited  in  contamination  of  the  environment.  The 
program  has  estabiished  a  process  to  evaiuate  past  disposai  sites,  controi  the 
migration  of  contaminants,  and  controi  potentiai  hazards  to  human  heaith  and  the 
environment.  Section  21 1  of  the  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization 
Act  (SARA),  codified  as  the  Defense  Environmentai  Restoration  Program 
(DERP),  of  which  the  Air  Force  IRP  is  a  subset,  ensures  that  DOD  has  the 
authority  to  conduct  its  own  environmentai  restoration  programs.  IRP  activities 
are  coordinated  with  U.S.  EPA  and  appropriate  state  agencies. 

Ongoing  activities  at  identified  IRP  sites  may  deiay  or  iimit  some  proposed  iand 
uses  and  potentiai  deveiopment  at  or  near  the  sites.  Future  iand  uses  and 
deveiopment  on  a  site-specific  ievei  may  be,  to  a  certain  extent,  restricted  by  the 
severity  of  contamination  or  ievei  of  remediation  effort  at  these  IRP  sites. 
Reasonabiy  foreseeabie  iand  use  and  deveiopment  constraints  are  discussed  in 
this  EIS.  Reguiatory  review,  as  required  by  Air  Force  programs,  wiii  aiso  ensure 
that  any  site-specific  iand  use  and  deveiopment  iimitations  are  identified  and 
considered. 

The  IRP  process  began  at  Brooks  AFB  with  pubiication  of  the  Phase  I  Records 
Search  in  March  1985,  which  identified  17  sites.  Of  these  sites,  nine  were  initiaiiy 
identified  as  potentiaiiy  hazardous  and  were  recommended  for  further 
investigation.  These  nine  sites  were  investigated  during  a  two-stage  remediai 
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investigation  (Rl)/feasibiiity  study  (FS)  conducted  between  1987  and  1990.  Two 
additionai  sites  (Sites  OT001  and  SS010)  were  added  to  the  IRP  to  bring  the  totai 
number  of  IRP  sites  to  1 1 .  The  Centrai  Accumuiation  Site  (CAS)  (Site  OT001 ) 
was  added  to  the  IRP  during  Stage  2  of  the  RI/FS.  Additionaiiy,  the  PCB  spiii  site 
at  Faciiity  100  (Site  SS010),  eiiminated  from  further  consideration  during  the 
Phase  I  Records  Search,  was  added  to  the  IRP.  A  trichloroethylene  (TCE) 
groundwater  contamination  plume  is  associated  with  FPTA  2  (Site  FT002)  in  the 
southwest  corner  of  the  base.  This  plume  has  migrated  off  base,  and  monitoring 
wells  have  been  installed  on  and  off  base  to  delineate  its  downgradient  extent. 
Table  3.4-3  lists  the  1 1  IRP  sites  and  provides  a  brief  description  of  each  site  and 
the  site's  status.  The  table  also  indicates  what  type  of  development  may  be 
suitable  on  property  associated  with  these  sites  based  on  closure  standards. 
Figure  3.4-1  depicts  the  location  of  the  IRP  sites. 

Of  the  1 1  IRP  sites,  9  sites  (OT001 ,  LF003,  LF004,  LF005,  LF006,  LF008, 

OT009,  SS010,  and  WP011)  are  closed,  with  no  further  action  decisions 
approved  by  TNRCC.  IRP  sites  are  closed  under  three  risk  reduction  standards 
(RRS).  Sites  closed  under  RRS  #1  include  those  areas  where  contamination  that 
has  not  been  identified  above  background  or  contaminant  levels  have  been 
remediated  to  background  levels.  Sites  closed  under  RRS  #2  include  those 
areas  where  contamination  has  been  identified  below  action  levels  or  the  site  has 
been  remediated  to  health-based  risk  standards  for  industrial  or  residential  uses. 
Sites  closed  under  RRS  #3  include  those  areas  where  contamination  has  been 
identified  above  risk  standards  for  industrial  or  residential  uses  and  post-closure 
care  or  corrective  measures  are  required.  A  site  can  be  closed  under  RRS  #3 
and  not  require  post-closure  care;  many  of  the  landfills  at  Brooks  AFB  fall  under 
this  standard.  The  following  paragraphs  briefly  describe  the  types  of 
development  that  are  compatible  with  property  associated  with  IRP  sites. 

Property  associated  with  closed  IRP  Sites  LF003,  LF004,  LF005,  LF006,  OT009, 
SS01 0,  and  WP01 1  meets  the  residential  cleanup  standards  and  may  be  suitable 
for  residential  and  nonresidential  development.  Property  associated  with  closed 
IRP  Sites  OT001  and  LF008  meets  industrial  cleanup  standards  and  is  suitable 
for  nonresidential  development  only.  Any  development  on  property  associated 
with  IRP  Site  LF008  must  be  approved  by  the  TNRCC. 

One  site  (LF007)  is  undergoing  long-term  groundwater  monitoring.  A  closure 
report  was  submitted  to  the  TNRCC;  the  TNRCC  concurred  with  the  findings  of 
the  report.  However,  groundwater  monitoring  is  required  for  3  years.  The 
property  associated  with  LF007  is  suitable  for  nonresidential  development. 
Restrictions,  including  no  disturbance  of  the  landfill  cover,  no  development  of 
water  wells  or  drilling  for  shallow  groundwater,  and  maintenance  of  the  landfill 
cover,  are  in  place  for  the  site.  The  remaining  site  (FT002)  has  been  divided  into 
three  operable  units  (OUs).  The  original  boundaries  of  the  site  that  were  being 
investigated  as  IRP  Site  FT002  have  been  replaced  by  the  boundaries  of  the 
three  OUs.  OU  1  comprises  soils  from  0  to  2  feet  in  depth.  This  OU  has  been 
closed  and  the  0.33-acre  site  has  been  deed  recorded.  Property  associated  with 
OU  1  is  suitable  for  nonresidential  development;  no  post-closure  care, 
engineering  controls,  or  institutional  controls  are  required  at  the  site. 

OU2  comprises  the  groundwater  associated  with  the  TCE  plume;  OU  3 
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Table  3.4-3.  Summary  of  IRP  Sites  and  AOCs 
Page  1  of  4 


Site  Number 

Site  Name 

Status 

Description 

OT001 

Buiiding  1020/1030 
(Centrai 

Accumuiation  Site) 

Remediation  compiete; 

NFA  decision  approved 

Drummed  hazardous  and  non-radioactive  waste  was  stored  prior  off- 
base  disposai.  Drum  handiing  piatforms  had  fioor  drains  connected  to 
concrete-iined  sumps.  0.5  acre  in  southwest  portion  of  base.  Site  has 
been  ciosed  under  RRS  #2  and  deed  recorded.  No  post-ciosure  care, 
engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  are  required.  The 
property  associated  with  IRP  Site  OT001  is  suitabie  for  nonresidentiai 
deveiopment. 

FT002 

Fire  Training 

Area  #2 

Finai  remediai  action  instaiied; 
RAO  status;  system  scheduied 
to  be  in  operation  through  2010 

Site  used  for  airpiane  crash  fire  training  from  1945  to  1960  in 
southwestern  area  of  base.  Waste  oii,  spent  soivents,  and  fuei  were 
ignited  and  then  extinguished  with  water.  A  TCE  piume,  which  has 
migrated  off  base,  is  associated  with  the  site.  The  site  has  been 
divided  into  three  OUs.  OU  1  comprises  soiis  from  0  to  2  feet  in  depth; 
OUs  2  and  3  comprise  groundwater  within  and  outside  the  base 
boundary,  respectiveiy.  OU  1  (0.33  acre)  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS 
#2  (ciosure/remediation  of  the  site  to  heaith-based  standards/criteria 
for  industriai  or  residentiai  standards)  and  deed  recorded.  No  post- 
ciosure  care,  engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  are  required 
for  OU  1 .  The  property  associated  with  OU  1  is  suitabie  for 
nonresidentiai  deveiopment.  Remediation  is  ongoing  for  groundwater; 
residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment  may  occur  on  the  property 
associated  with  OU  2. 

LF003 

Landfiii  #1  (Site  3) 

NFA  decision  approved 

Landfiii  used  from  1 930s  to  1 942.  1 .3  acres  on  goif  course.  Garbage, 
trash,  and  construction  debris  burned  and  covered.  Site  has  been 
ciosed  under  RRS  #3  (post-ciosure  care  not  required)  and  deed 
recorded.  No  post-ciosure  care,  engineering  controis,  or  institutionai 
controis  are  required.  The  property  associated  with  LF003  may  be 
suitabie  for  residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 

LF004 

Landfiii  #2  (Site  4) 

NFA  decision  approved 

Landfiii  used  from  1943  to  iate  1940s.  3.9  acres  in  north-centrai  base 
area.  Packaging  materiai,  paper  products,  scrap  iumber,  and  garbage. 
Site  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS  #3  (post-ciosure  care  not  required) 
and  deed  recorded.  No  post-ciosure  care,  engineering  controis,  or 
institutionai  controis  are  required.  The  property  associated  with  LF004 
may  be  suitabie  for  residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 
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Site  Number 

Site  Name 

Status 

Description 

LF005 

Landfiii  #3  (Site  5) 

NFA  decision  approved 

Landfiii  used  from  1940s  to  1953.  1 .9  acres  on  goif  course.  Paper, 
packing  materiais,  scrap  iumber,  and  possibiy  waste  oii,  spent 
soivents,  and  paint  thinners.  Site  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS  #3 
(post-ciosure  care  not  required)  and  deed  recorded.  No  post-ciosure 
care,  engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  are  required.  The 
property  associated  with  LF005  may  be  suitabie  for  residentiai  or 
nonresidentiai  deveiopment 

LF006 

Landfiii  #4  (Site  6) 

NFA  decision  approved 

Landfiii  used  from  1953  to  1962.  2.6  acres  on  goif  course.  Paper, 
packing  materiais,  scrap  iumber,  and  possibiy  waste  oii,  spent 
soivents,  and  paint  thinners.  Site  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS  #3 
(post-ciosure  care  not  required)  and  deed  recorded.  No  post-ciosure 
care,  engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  required.  The 
property  associated  with  LF006  may  be  suitabie  for  residentiai  or 
nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 

LF007 

Landfiii  #5  (Site  7) 

Long-term  monitoring  in 
progress 

Landfiii  used  from  1962  to  1970.  25.4  acres  in  south-centrai  base 
area.  Giassware,  used  medicai  suppiies,  packing  materiai,  paper, 
paints,  thinners,  unrinsed  pesticide  containers,  oiis,  soivents,  and 
contaminated  fueis.  TNRCC  has  concurred  on  ciosure  report  for  site; 
however,  groundwater  monitoring  is  required.  Post-ciosure  care, 
engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  are  required.  Required 
post-ciosure  care  and  controis  at  the  site  inciude  no  disturbance  of  the 
landfiii  cover,  no  development  of  water  wells,  no  drilling  for  shallow 
groundwater,  maintenance  of  the  landfill  cover,  and  limited 
groundwater  monitoring.  The  property  associated  with  LF007  may  be 
suitable  for  nonresidentiai  development. 
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Table  3.4-3.  Summary  of  IRP  Sites  and  AOCs 
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Site  Number 

Site  Name 

Status 

Description 

LF008 

Landfiii  #6  (Site  8) 

NFA  decision  approved 

Landfiii  used  from  1 971  to  1 985.  1 5  acres  in  southeast  corner  of  base. 
Soiid  waste,  shop  and  iaboratory  waste,  contaminated  fueis,  and 
possibie  waste  soivents  and  oiis.  Site  was  a  permitted  iandfiii;  ciosed 
under  soiid  waste  ciosure  standards.  Restrictions  for  the  site  inciude 
maintenance  of  the  iandfiii  cover,  iimited  groundwater  weii 
deveiopment,  and  approvai  by  the  TNRCC  prior  to  ground-disturbing 
activities  on  the  site.  No  residentiai  deveiopment  is  to  occur  on 
property  associated  with  LF008;  any  industriai  deveiopment  must  be 
approved  by  the  TNRCC.  A  singie  buriai  of  radioactive  waste  occurred 
within  this  site. 

OT009 

Liquid  Siudge 
Disposai  Area  #2/ 
Fire  Training 

Area  #3 

NFA  decision  approved 

Grass  fire  training  area  (3.8  acres)  in  centrai  portion  of  base  by 
fiightiine  was  used  from  1962  to  1963.  MOGAS,  diesei,  and/or 
possibie  waste  oii  and  spent  soivents  were  ignited.  Aiso  used  for  iiquid 
fuei  siudge  disposai  in  1960s.  Site  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS  #2 
and  deed  recorded.  No  post-ciosure  care,  engineering  controis,  or 
institutionai  controis  are  required.  The  property  associated  with  OT009 
is  suitabie  for  residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 

SS010 

PCS  Transformer 

Oii  Contamination 

Remediation  compiete; 

NFA  decision  approved 

PCB  transformer  oii  spiii  occurred  in  basement  of  Faciiity  100  in  1984; 
17.5  tons  of  soii  were  removed.  Site  has  been  ciosed  under  RRS  #2 
and  deed  recorded.  0.84  acre  of  property  were  deed  recorded.  No 
post-ciosure  care,  engineering  controis,  or  institutionai  controis  are 
required.  The  property  associated  with  SS010  is  suitabie  for 
residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 

WP011 

Liquid  Fuei  Siudge 
Disposai  Area  #1 

NFA  decision  approved 

Fuei  siudge  disposed  of  from  1950  to  1960.  Exact  iocation  unknown. 
According  to  interviews,  the  site  was  beiieved  to  be  in  north-centrai 
area  of  base  near  LF004.  Assessment  was  compieted  and  no 
evidence  of  disposai  or  contamination  was  identified.  No  deed 
restrictions  required.  The  property  associated  with  WP01 1  is  suitabie 
for  residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  deveiopment. 
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Table  3.4-3.  Summary  of  IRP  Sites  and  AOCs 

Page  4  of  4 

Site  Number 

Site  Name 

Status 

Description 

AOC  Buildings  696- 
698 

CE/Golf  Course 
Maintenance  Areas 

Investigation  complete;  NFA 
decision  approved 

Former  Civil  Engineering  and  Golf  Course  Maintenance  areas  until 

1996.  Potential  hazardous  waste  releases  from  waste  oils,  solvents, 
paints,  pesticides,  and  fuels.  Site  has  been  closed  under  RRS  #2  and 
2.98  acres  have  been  deed  recorded.  No  post-closure  care, 
engineering  controls,  or  institutional  controls  are  required.  The 
property  associated  with  AOC  Buildings  696-698  is  suitable  for 
nonresidential  development. 

AOC  Former  Skeet 
Ranges  and  Small 
Firearms  Ranges 

Former  Skeet 

Ranges  and  Small 
Firearms  Ranges 

PA/SI  planned  for  August  2000 
through  February  2001 ;  cleanup 
(if  necessary)  planned  to  begin  in 
March  2001 

Four  former  skeet  range  locations  and  two  former  small  firearms 
ranges  have  been  identified  as  potential  areas  of  contamination. 

Potential  hazardous  waste  at  the  sites  includes  lead  and  hydrocarbons. 

AOC 

= 

area  of  concern 

CE 

= 

Civil  Engineering 

IRP 

= 

Installation  Restoration  Program 

MOGAS 

= 

motor  gasoline 

NFA 

= 

no  further  action 

OU 

= 

operable  unit 

PA 

= 

preliminary  assessment 

PCB 

= 

polychlorinated  biphenyl 

RAO 

= 

remedial  action  operation 

RRS 

= 

Risk  Reduction  Standard 

SI 

= 

site  investigation 

TOE 

= 

trichloroethylene 

TNRCC 

= 

Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

Source: 

u.s. 

Air  Force,  1998a,  2000. 
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comprises  the  groundwater  associated  with  the  TCE  piume  outside  the  base 
boundary.  OUs  2  and  3  are  undergoing  remediation.  Property  associated  with 
OU  2  couid  be  deveioped  for  residentiai  or  nonresidentiai  purposes;  however, 
restrictions  for  groundwater  extraction  and  driiiing  wouid  be  required.  A  pump- 
and-treat  system  has  been  instaiied  at  the  site  and  is  operationai.  The  system  is 
scheduied  to  be  operationai  untii  2010,  with  5  years  of  groundwater  monitoring  to 
foiiow. 

In  addition,  IRP  Site  LF008  contains  an  area  where  a  singie  disposai  of 
radioactive  waste  occurred.  In  1974,  seven  55-gallon  drums  containing  animal 
cadavers  that  contained  less  than  70  microcuries  of  Iodine-125  were  buried  within 
the  boundaries  of  IRP  Site  LF008  (see  Table  3.4-1  and  Figure  3.4-1).  The  site 
was  marked  and  fenced  until  1 978,  when  the  site  was  decommissioned.  At  the 
time  the  site  was  decommissioned,  the  level  of  radioactivity  associated  with  the 
site  was  less  than  1  picocurie  (less  than  one-millionth  the  quantity  requiring 
licensing),  which  poses  no  potential  hazard  to  human  health  or  the  environment. 
Groundwater  monitoring  has  been  conducted  for  areas  surrounding  IRP  Sites 
FT002,  LF007,  and  LF008.  Levels  of  radioactive  materials  in  the  groundwater 
have  not  been  identified  above  background  concentrations. 

Two  AOCs  have  been  identified  within  Brooks  AFB  (see  Table  3.4-1). 

Investigation  is  complete  at  one  of  the  AOCs  (Facility  696-698);  a  no  further 
action  decision  has  been  approved  by  TNRCC,  and  the  site  has  been  closed  out. 
The  property  associated  with  AOC  Buildings  696-698  is  suitable  for  nonresidentiai 
development.  The  base  recently  identified  an  AOC  at  four  former  skeet  ranges 
and  two  former  small  firearms  ranges  situated  throughout  the  base.  Investigation 
of  the  AOC  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  summer  2000  and  is  scheduled  for 
completion  by  February  2001 .  Cleanup  of  the  site,  if  necessary,  is  scheduled  to 
begin  by  March  2001 .  Potential  restrictions  on  property  will  be  determined  upon 
completion  of  site  investigations  and  cleanup.  Because  investigation  of  this  AOC 
is  in  its  preliminary  stages,  site  boundaries  for  the  skeet  and  small  firearms 
ranges  have  not  been  determined,  and  maps  depicting  the  boundaries  were  not 
available.  Figure  3.4-1  depicts  the  locations  of  the  AOCs.  A  general  location  has 
been  provided  for  the  skeet  and  small  firearms  ranges. 

3.4.2.3  Asbestos. 

Asbestos-containing  material  (ACM)  and  ACM  abatement  is  regulated  by  the 
U.S.  EPA  and  the  OSHA.  Asbestos  fiber  emissions  into  the  ambient  air  are 
regulated  in  accordance  with  Section  1 12  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  which 
established  the  National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
(NESHAP).  The  NESHAP  regulations  (40  CFR  Part  61  Subpart  M)  address  the 
renovation  or  demolition  of  buildings  with  ACM.  Under  the  NESHAP,  the  owner  of 
a  structure  must,  prior  to  renovation  or  demolition  of  buildings  with  ACM,  provide 
notice  to  the  regulator  with  CAA  authority  (either  the  U.S.  EPA  or  its  state 
counterpart).  The  TSCA  15  U.S.C.  2601  et  seq.,  and  the  Asbestos  Hazard 
Emergency  Response  Act  (AHERA)  P.L.  99-519  and  P.L.  101-637,  provide  the 
regulatory  basis  for  managing  ACM  in  kindergarten  through  twelfth  grade  school 
buildings.  AHERA  and  OSHA  regulations  cover  worker  protection  for  employees 
who  work  around  or  remediate  ACM.  The  state  manages  asbestos  under  the 
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Texas  Asbestos  Health  Protection  Rules  (Sections  295.31-295.71),  which  are 
administered  by  the  Texas  Department  of  Health. 

Renovation  or  demolition  of  buildings  with  ACM  can  release  asbestos  fibers  into 
the  air.  Asbestos  fibers  could  be  released  due  to  disturbance  or  damage  from 
various  building  materials  such  as  pipe  and  boiler  insulation,  acoustical  ceilings, 
electrical  wire  insulation,  sprayed-on  fireproofing,  and  other  material  used  for 
soundproofing  or  insulation.  The  current  Air  Force  practice  is  to  manage  or  abate 
ACM  in  active  facilities  and  abate  any  ACM  that  has  been  identified  as  a  hazard 
to  human  health,  following  regulatory  requirements,  prior  to  facility  renovation  or 
demolition.  Removal  of  ACM  occurs  when  there  is  potential  for  a  asbestos  fiber 
release  that  would  affect  the  environment  or  human  health. 

An  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  at  Brooks  AFB  in  1994  (Pacific  Environmental 
Services,  Inc.,  1994).  Sampling  was  conducted  for  89  facilities  suspected  of 
containing  ACM.  Of  the  89  facilities  included  in  this  survey,  samples  from  77 
tested  positive  for  ACM.  An  additional  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  in  1996. 
Six  buildings  were  surveyed;  samples  from  two  facilities  (which  were  also 
included  in  the  1 994  survey)  tested  positive  for  ACM.  An  asbestos  survey  was 
conducted  for  the  military  family  housing  area  in  1 993-1 994.  ACM  was  identified 
in  floor  tiles  in  approximately  35  percent  of  the  units. 

3.4.2.4  Medical/Biohazardous  Waste. 

Current  federal  regulations  do  not  provide  for  regulation  of  medical  waste  but  do 
allow  states  to  individually  regulate  medical  waste.  The  state  of  Texas  regulates 
medical  waste  under  25  TAC  325,  Subchapter  Y,  Medical  Waste  Management. 
Nuclear  medical  materials  are  regulated  under  the  Air  Force  Radioisotope 
Committee  and  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  regulations. 

Outpatient  medical  services  for  active  and  retired  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  are  provided  in  the  Composite  Medical  Clinic  (Facility  61 5).  In 
addition  to  the  clinic,  medical/biohazardous  waste  is  generated  at  numerous 
facilities  during  medical  research  activities.  All  waste  is  stored  in  clearly  marked 
refrigerated  units  for  weekly  collection  and  off-site  disposal  by  a  private 
contractor.  In  the  past,  an  incinerator  at  Facility  1 01 6  was  used  to  burn 
pathological  material  under  a  TNRCC  standard  exemption  (U.S.  Air  Force, 

1998a).  This  incinerator  has  been  replaced  by  a  new  pathological  waste 
incinerator  at  Facility  1172,  situated  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base.  The  Air 
Force  Research  Laboratory  (AFRL)  is  permitted  to  operate  the  pathological  waste 
incinerator  under  TAC  Section  106.494,  Standard  Exemption.  AFRL  is  the 
support  agent  for  animal-related  research  and  training  activities  with  Brooks  AFB 
and  serves  as  the  agent  for  operation  of  the  incinerator.  Pathological  waste  and 
carcasses  are  burned  in  the  incinerator. 

3.4.2.5  Lead-Based  Paint. 

Human  exposure  to  lead  has  been  determined  to  be  an  adverse  health  risk  by 
agencies  such  as  OSHA  and  U.S.  EPA.  Sources  of  exposure  to  lead  are  through 
dust,  soils,  and  paint.  In  1 973,  the  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission 
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(CPSC)  established  a  maximum  lead  content  in  paint  of  0.5  percent  by  weight  in 
a  dry  film  of  newly  applied  paint.  In  1 978,  under  the  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Act  (P.L.  1 01  -608),  as  implemented  by  1 6  CFR  Part  1 303,  the  CPSC  lowered  the 
allowable  lead  level  in  paint  to  0.06  percent.  The  Act  also  restricted  the  use  of 
lead-based  paints  in  nonindustrial  facilities. 

A  lead-based  paint  survey  was  conducted  at  Brooks  AFB  in  1 995.  The  survey 
was  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  Lead  Exposure 
Management  Guide  and  the  U.S.  Housing  and  Urban  Development’s  (HUD’s) 
Lead-Based  Paint  Interim  Guideiines  for  Hazard  Identification  and  Abatement  in 
Pubiic  and  Indian  Housing.  Facilities  surveyed  include  33  MFH  units, 

3  playgrounds  and  associated  equipment,  and  7  other  high-priority  facilities. 
Results  of  the  survey  indicated  that  100  percent  of  the  surveyed  MFH  units 
contained  lead-based  paint.  The  majority  of  the  lead-based  paint  was  found  on 
the  exterior  of  the  facilities  (Galson  Corporation,  1995). 

The  seven  high-priority  facilities  surveyed  were  a  temporary  living  facility 
(Facility  211),  the  chapel  annex  (Facility  41 4),  the  youth  center  (Facility  470),  the 
child  development  center  (Facility  502),  the  medical  waiting  areas  (Facility  61 5), 
the  Family  Campground  (Facility  1 1 94),  the  Boys'  Club  (Facility  1 1 98),  and  three 
playgrounds  (Facilities  121, 271,  and  4700).  Facilities  414,  470,  and  615,  and  a 
yellow  wood  structure  at  one  of  the  playgrounds  (Facility  121)  tested  positive  for 
lead  (Galson  Corporation,  1995).  An  additional  lead-based  paint  survey  was 
performed  in  1996.  Five  facilities  were  surveyed;  one  sample  from  Building  1188 
tested  positive  for  lead.  Although  not  included  in  the  definition  of  the  high-priority 
buildings,  the  museum  annex  (Building  659)  is  in  the  process  of  having  the  lead- 
based  paint  encapsulated  due  to  the  high  number  of  children  who  utilize  the 
facility. 

Approximately  1 1 5  other  facilities  at  Brooks  AFB  were  constructed  prior  to  or 
during  1978  and,  therefore,  may  contain  lead-based  paint  (U.S.  Air  Force, 

1998a).  Lead-based  paint  is  managed  in  place,  as  necessary  and  in  accordance 
with  Air  Force  policy,  for  facilities  that  are  not  high  priority.  Lead-based  paint  has 
been  removed  or  encapsulated,  as  necessary,  in  high-priority  facilities.  Lead- 
based  paint  has  been  identified  in  military  family  housing  units.  Renovation 
projects  to  remove  or  encapsulate  lead-based  paint  are  ongoing. 

3.5  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 

This  section  describes  the  natural  resources  within  the  affected  environment  of 
Brooks  AFB:  geology  and  soils,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise,  biological 
resources,  and  cultural  resources. 

3.5.1  Geology  and  Soils 

Geology  and  soils  comprise  features  of  the  physical  environment  that  may  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  activities.  These  include  physiography,  geology  (units, 
structure,  and  mineral  resources),  the  potential  for  natural  hazards,  and  soils 
(units  and  properties). 
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In  general,  the  ROI  for  geology  is  the  regional  setting  and  specific  localized 
features  on,  or  proximal  to,  the  base  property. 

3.5.1. 1  Physiography. 

Brooks  AFB  is  situated  near  the  base  of  the  Edwards  Plateau,  adjacent  to  the 
Balcones  Escarpment  and  Blackland  Prairie,  in  an  area  classified  as  the  Rio 
Grande  (or  Gulf  Coast)  Plain.  The  plain  consists  of  level  prairie  and  undulating 
hills  dissected  by  the  San  Antonio  River  and  its  tributaries.  Elevations  on  the 
plain  range  from  450  to  700  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  with  a  general 
slope  to  the  southeast  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  1 991 ). 

Regional  topography  is  primarily  influenced  by  the  Balcones  Escarpment,  a  broad 
area  of  faulted  limestone  that  forms  the  southeast  edge  of  the  Edwards  Plateau. 
The  escarpment  rises  1 ,000  feet  above  the  prairie  to  the  south  and  east,  and 
reaches  from  Del  Rio,  Texas  (160  miles  to  the  west),  through  northern  Bexar 
County,  to  Austin  (70  miles  to  the  northeast).  The  escarpment  follows  a 
northeast/southwest  alignment  through  northern  Bexar  County  (U.S.  Air  Force, 
1997b).  Brooks  AFB  is  approximately  15  miles  south  of  the  Balcones 
Escarpment. 

Topography  within  the  installation  boundaries  is  relatively  flat,  gently  sloping  to  the 
southwest,  south,  and  southeast  away  from  a  knoll  on  the  north-central  boundary 
of  the  base  (Figure  3.5-1 ).  Elevations  on  Brooks  AFB  range  from  670  feet  above 
MSL  at  the  knoll  to  approximately  560  feet  above  MSL  at  the  west  and  south 
edges  of  the  base  property.  The  north  and  northwest  portions  of  the  installation 
are  characterized  by  rolling  topography  associated  with  the  knoll  and  related 
drainage. 

Surface  drainage  from  Brooks  AFB  flows  into  the  San  Antonio  River,  which 
originates  within  the  City  of  San  Antonio.  Discharge  rates  in  this  river  during  the 
summer  months  range  from  1 0  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs)  to  20  cfs.  Input  from 
municipal  and  industrial  treatment  plants  and  urban  runoff  are  the  principal 
components  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1997b).  The  regional  drainage  pattern  in  Bexar 
County  flows  almost  entirely  to  the  south  and  southeast  from  the  Balcones 
Escarpment.  However,  localized  drainage  patterns  on  Brooks  AFB  flow  to  the 
south  and  southwest. 

3.5.1. 2  Geology. 

Bexar  County  is  positioned  over  the  Balcones  and  Luling  fault  zones.  These  fault 
zones  are  characterized  by  mostly  east-northeast-striking,  near-parallel,  normal 
faults,  although  northwest-striking  cross  faults  are  present.  The  faulting  has 
modified  the  local  structure  of  the  bedrock  units  and  caused  development  of 
secondary  porosity  in  some  strata  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1997d).  The  downthrown  side 
of  the  faults,  as  well  as  the  dip  of  the  sedimentary  rocks,  is  predominantly  to  the 
southeast. 
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EXPLANATION  Topography 

^  ^  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  Boundary 

-  Drainage 

— 640 —  Contour  line  and  elevation  in  feet 
above  mean  sea  level 


0  575  1150  2300  Feet  Source:  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  1992. 


Figure  3.5-1 
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A  thick  sequence  of  sedimentary  rocks  and  unconsoiidated  materiai  ranging  in 
age  from  eariy  Cretaceous  to  Quaternary  underiies  the  San  Antonio  area 
(Barnes,  1974).  The  totai  thickness  of  this  sequence  ranges  from  approximateiy 
4,500  to  5,500  feet.  The  surficiai  geoiogic  units  overiie  the  foiiowing,  deeper 
units,  in  downward  progression:  the  Maribrook  Mari,  Pecan  Gap  Chaik,  Buda 
Limestone,  and  Dei  Rio  Ciay.  These  units  comprise  the  upper  confining  aquitard 
for  the  Edwards  aquifer.  The  Edwards  aquifer  consists  of  three  iimestone 
formations  and  is  the  principai  water  suppiy  source  for  the  San  Antonio  area. 

Tertiary-aged  Midway  and  Wiicox  groups  and  Quaternary  fiuviatiie  terrace 
deposits  are  the  primary  rock  units  at  Brooks  AFB.  The  fiuviatiie  terrace  deposits 
cover  the  eastern  one-third  of  the  base  and  cap  the  topographic  high  (knoii)  aiong 
the  northern  perimeter.  Eocene  mudstones,  sands,  and  ciays  of  the  Wiicox  and 
Midway  groups  underiie  the  remaining  two-thirds  of  the  base.  The  Wiicox  and 
Midway  boundary  is  defined  by  a  normai  fauit  striking  east-northeast  across  the 
southern  one-third  of  the  instaiiation. 

Qii  is  produced  from  both  deep  and  shaiiow  pay  zones  in  southern  Bexar  County. 
Production  is  from  reservoirs  situated  stratigraphicaiiy  above  and  beiow  the 
Edwards  iimestone  group.  Shaiiow  oii  weiis  south  of  Brooks  AFB  have  produced 
from  reservoirs  at  300  to  1 ,000  feet  (bgs)  surface,  presumabiy  from  the  Upper 
Cretaceous  iimestone. 

The  fiuviai  terrace  deposits  bear  commerciai  quantities  of  gravei  and  sand 
suitabie  for  use  as  construction  materiais,  as  evidenced  by  mining  operations 
north  and  south  of  the  base  boundary. 

Aithough  fossii  associations  are  used  to  date  many  of  the  Cretaceous  and 
Tertiary  geoiogic  units,  the  nature  of  fiuviai  deposits,  mudstones,  and  maris 
generaiiy  preciudes  occurrence  of  diagnostic  specimens.  Because  surface  soiis 
on  Brooks  AFB  have  deveioped  from  these  types  of  deposits,  no  usefui  fossii 
finds  are  expected  to  be  found  on  the  instaiiation. 

3.5. 1.3  Natural  Hazards. 

An  east/west-trending  fauit,  identified  through  driiiing  cores  and  a  minor  amount 
of  seismic  activity,  reportediy  extends  across  the  northern  one-third  of  the  base, 
and  may  be  reiated  to  the  east-northeast-trending  fauit  mapped  by  Barnes  (1974) 
extending  across  the  southern  one-third  of  the  instaiiation.  An  associated 
dispiacement  fauit  may  aiso  have  been  the  cause  of  foundation  damage  to 
Faciiities  615  and  617  (buiit  during  the  1970s),  which  wouid  indicate  recent 
fauiting  activity  at  the  base  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1989).  However,  Brooks  AFB  is  in 
Seismic  Zone  0,  which  indicates  that  the  region  has  no,  or  very  iow,  potentiai  of 
sustaining  major  damage  from  a  iarge  earthquake  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1 992). 
Consequentiy,  seismic  safety  is  not  a  major  design  requirement  for  structures  in 
the  area. 

No  definitive  vaiue  for  totai  thickness  of  the  Quaternary  and  Tertiary  geoiogic 
units  overiying  the  aquifer  at  the  base  is  avaiiabie  due  to  the  absence  of  weii  data. 
However,  typicai  vaiues  for  this  thickness  in  the  region  have  been  reported  to  be 
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from  500  feet  to  1 ,000  feet.  With  this  amount  of  materiai  overiying  the  iimestones 
of  the  Edwards  aquifer,  there  is  iittie  potentiai  for  ground  coiiapse  from  sinkhoies 
even  if  soiution  cavities  have  deveioped  in  the  iimestone. 

Surface  siopes  on  the  base  are  0-3  percent,  except  for  the  siopes  surrounding 
the  north  boundary  knoii,  which  are  ciassified  as  3-5  percent.  Landsiides, 
iiquefaction,  or  reiated  hazards  are  therefore  uniikeiy,  aithough  erosion  due  to 
surface  drainage  and  rapid  water  runoff  couid  present  a  hazard  in  susceptibie 
soiis. 

3.5. 1.4  Soils. 

The  surface  soiis  on  base  are  typicaiiy  moderateiy  drained  aiiuviai  ciay,  siity  ciay, 
and  siity  ciay  ioams.  Permeabiiity  ranges  from  0.3  to  2.5  inches  per  hour,  with 
some  higher  vaiues  (up  to  5  inches  per  hour)  in  the  soiis  on  the  west  side  of  the 
base.  Gravei  and  graveiiy  aiiuvium  can  be  encountered  at  depths  of  5  to  12  feet 
(U.S.  Air  Force,  1997d). 

Soiis  ciassified  as  Prime  Farmiand  quaiify  for  protection  under  the  Farmiand 
Protection  Poiicy  Act.  The  Naturai  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  has 
evaiuated  the  soiis  on  Brooks  AFB  and  categorized  them  into  nine  soii  types.  Six 
of  these  soii  types  have  characteristics  that  make  them  suitabie  for  ciassification 
as  Prime  Farmiand  when  the  soiis  are  undisturbed.  Five  of  the  six  Prime 
Farmiand  soiis  are  ciassified  as  such  in  aii  areas  where  they  occur;  the  sixth  is 
considered  Prime  Farmiand  in  irrigated  areas  oniy.  Aithough  Prime  Farmiand 
soiis  underiie  the  majority  of  the  base,  most  of  the  property  has  been  deveioped 
or  disturbed  by  faciiity  construction  and  none  of  these  areas  is  irrigated  for 
agricuiturai  purposes.  Based  on  these  conditions,  no  Prime  Farmiand  exists  on 
Brooks  AFB  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1999c). 

The  nine  soii  types  that  occur  on  or  proximai  to  Brooks  AFB  inciude  Frio,  Hiiiy 
Graveiiy  Land,  Houston  Biack,  Karnes,  Lewisviiie,  Patrick,  San  Antonio,  Trinity, 
and  Webb.  Approximateiy  80  percent  of  the  soii  types  found  on  the  base  beiong 
to  the  Lewisviiie  or  Houston  Biack  terrace  series.  The  remaining  soii  types 
beiong  to  the  San  Antonio  and  Webb  series  associated  with  upiands  or 
unduiating  siopes;  the  Frio  and  Trinity  soiis  aiong  bottom  iands  and  iow  terraces 
fringing  streams  and  drainages;  or  to  the  Karnes,  Patrick,  or  Hiiiy  Graveiiy  Land 
series  occurring  on  siopes  or  topographic  highs  (U.S.  Department  of  Agricuiture, 

1 991 ).  The  occurrences  and  extent  of  these  soiis  are  shown  in  Figure  3.5-2.  Soii 
properties  and  suitabiiities  for  various  uses  are  summarized  in  Tabie  3.5-1 . 

The  Lewisviiie  and  Houston  Biack  terrace  series  soiis  occupy  the  eastern  and 
southwestern  portions  of  Brooks  AFB.  These  soiis  have  poor  surface  drainage 
characteristics  and  permeabiiity  is  siow  to  moderate.  Typicaiiy,  rainfaii  is  very 
rapidiy  absorbed  when  the  soii  is  dry,  but  when  the  soii  water  content  reaches 
fieid  capacity,  practicaiiy  aii  rainfaii  runs  off.  Water  erosion  can  be  substantiai 
with  these  soiis. 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


3-47 


Brooks/036 


EXPLANATION 

—  -  -  —  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  Boundary 
Hilly  Gravelly  Land  (HgD) 
Houston  Black  (HtA,  HtB) 
Lewisville  (LvA,  LvB) 

Patrick  (PaC) 


San  Antonio  (SaB) 
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1 600  Feet 
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Webb  (WbB,  WbC) 
Karnes  (KaC) 

Pits  (Pt) 


Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  1991. 


Soil  Types 


Figure  3.5-2 
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Table  3.5-1 .  Soil  Properties  and  Use  Suitabilities  -  Brooks  AFB 
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Soil  Type 

Map 

Symbol 

Slope 

(percent) 

Thickness 
(est.  inch) 

Texture 

Underlying 

Material 

Permeability 

(in/hr) 

Swell/Shrink 

Potential 

Susceptibility 
to  Erosion 

Drainage 

Characteristics 

Corrosion 

Potential 

Foundations 

Hilly 

Gravelly 

Land 

HgD 

5-20 

1  to  40  feet 

Mostly  gravel 
and  caliche 
outcrops 

Variable 

Variable 

Variable 

Variable 

Houston 

Black 

HtA 

HtB 

0-1 

0-3 

72  to  120 

40-60“  of 
calcareous  clay 
over  1 8-24”  of 
clayey  alluvium, 
which  grades  to 
gravelly 
alluvium  at 
depths  of 
60-120”. 

Loose  gravel 
mixed  with  sand; 
gravel  may  be 
strongly 
cemented  or 
capped  with 
caliche. 

0.3  to  0.5 

Very  Critical 

None 

Poor 

Very  High 

Extremely 

Poor 

Karnes 

KaC 

3-5 

20  to  44 

20-44”  of 
calcareous 
loam  to  clayey 
loam  over 
stratified 
alluvium. 

Loamy  alluvium, 
underlain  in 
places  by  gravel 
below  48”. 

2.5-h 

Noncritical 

Slight  to 
Moderate 

Excellent 

High 

Good 

Lewisville 

LvA 

LvB 

0-1 

0-3 

36  to  65 

27-60”  of 
calcareous, 
moderately 
crumbly  silty 
clay  or  clay 
loam;  grades  to 
loamy  alluvium. 

Friable,  massive, 
loamy  alluvium; 
gravel  at  5  feet 
or  more  bgs. 

1.0  to  2.0 

Very  Critical 
to  Critical 

None 

Good 

High 

Extremely 

Poor 

Patrick 

PaC 

3-5 

10  to  60+ 

Several  feet  of 
loamy  chert 
and  limestone- 
derived  gravel 
in  upper  3-4”. 

Loose  gravel 
beds. 

1.0  to  5.0-h 

Noncritical 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Good 

High 

Good 

San 

Antonio 

SaB 

0-3 

30  to  120 

6-15” 

noncalcareous 
clay  loam  to 
sandy  loam 
overlying 

1 7-30” 

Rounded 
floatrock 
(boulders  in  soil 
matrix. 

0.8  to  1.0 

Critical 

Moderate 

Poor 

High 

Poor 
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Soil  Type 

Map 

Symbol 

Slope 

(percent) 

Thickness 
(est.  inch) 

Texture 

Underlying 

Material 

Permeability 

(in/hr) 

Swell/Shrink 

Potential 

Susceptibility 
to  Erosion 

Drainage 

Characteristics 

Corrosion 

Potential 

Foundations 

San 

Antonio 

(Con’t) 

Noncalcareous 
clay  to  heavy 
clay  loam; 

>26  to  45”  bgs, 
large 

sandstone 
boulders  have 
been  found. 

Trinity 

Tf 

0 

40  to  70 

40-70”  of  slowly 

permeable 

calcareous  clay 

over  clayey 

alluvium; 

frequently 

flooded. 

Clayey  and 

gravelly 

alluvium. 

0.2  to  0.4 

Very  Critical 

None 

Poor 

Very  Fligh 

Poor 

Frio 

Fr 

0 

36-72 

25-45”  of 
calcareous  clay 
loam  over 

1 1-47+”  of  loam 
or  stratified  clay 
loam  or  sandy 
loam. 

Massive  or  loose 
loamy  sediments 
interbedded  with 
gravel. 

1.0to2.5-H 

Marginal 

Moderate 

Good 

High 

Poor 

Webb 

WbB 

WbC 

0-3 

3-5 

60  to  56 

5-18”  of 
noncalcareous 
sandy  loam 
over  1 8-38”  or 
noncalcareous 
sandy  clay  or 
heavy  sandy 
clay  loam; 
fragments  of 
altered 
sandstone 
common  below 
30”. 

Sandy  clay  to 
sandy  clay  loam 
with  weakly 
consolidated 
sandstone. 

0.6  to  1.5 

Noncritical  to 
Critical 

Slight  to 
Severe 

Slow 

High 

Poor 
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The  San  Antonio  series  soiis  are  found  surrounding  the  knoii  that  dominates  the 
topography  at  the  instaiiation.  The  soiis  are  characterized  by  siow  surface 
drainage;  permeabiiity  is  very  siow.  Water  erosion  poses  a  serious  hazard  with 
these  soiis. 

Webb  soiis  are  naturaiiy  weii  drained;  water  erosion  is  a  hazard  for  these  soiis. 
The  soiis  are  found  oniy  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base. 

Frio  and  Trinity  soiis  border  the  naturai  drainage  in  the  south-centrai  portion  of  the 
base  (Trinity)  and  are  found  to  the  west  aiong  the  San  Antonio  River  channei 
(Frio).  Both  of  these  soiis  have  siow  surface  drainage,  permeabiiity  is  siow,  and 
water-hoiding  capacity  is  good.  Fiooding  is  an  associated  hazard  for  these  soiis. 

Karnes  ioam  series  soiis  are  weii  drained;  internai  drainage,  permeabiiity,  and 
water-hoiding  capacity  are  aii  moderate.  These  soiis  occur  aiong  the  west 
boundary  of  Brooks  AFB.  Runoff  from  higher  iying  soiis  causes  formation  of  deep 
guiiies  in  unprotected  cuitivated  areas  of  the  Karnes  ioam  series  soiis.  The 
hazard  of  water  erosion  is,  therefore,  serious. 

Patrick  series  ciay  ioams  generaiiy  overiie  ioose  gravei  beds;  siopes  are 
moderate  and  convex.  There  is  a  smaii  segment  of  these  soiis  in  the  northwest 
corner  of  the  instaiiation. 

Fliiiy  Graveiiy  Land  occurs  as  knoiis  or  narrow  ridges  that  are  iikeiy  erosion- 
resistant  remnants  of  oid  waterways.  The  knoiis  may  rise  as  much  as  40  feet 
above  surrounding  soiis.  At  Brooks  AFB,  the  knoii  on  the  north  base  boundary  is 
capped  with  this  soii  type. 

3.5.2  Water  Resources 

Potentiai  impacts  to  water  resources  can  inciude  either  surface  water  or 
groundwater  voiumes  or  fiow  rates  and,  more  importantiy,  to  their  water  quaiity. 
The  foiiowing  sections  describe  the  existing  environment  as  it  reiates  to  surface 
water  runoff,  the  occurrence  of  groundwater,  and  the  water  quaiity  of  each. 

The  ROI  for  water  resources  encompasses  the  base  property  and,  because  of 
concerns  to  off-base  resources,  adjacent  areas  to  the  west  and  south  of  the 
base. 

3.5.2.1  Surface  Water. 

Storm  water  exits  the  base  at  various  points  aiong  the  instaiiation  perimeter 
(Figure  3.5-3).  Seven  of  these  are  in  naturai  (topographic)  drainages. 

The  surface  water  runoff  at  Brooks  AFB  fiows  to  both  naturai  swaies  and 
engineered  ditches  that  empty  into  iocai  streams  and  eventuaiiy  discharge  to  the 
San  Antonio  River.  Naturai  drainage  outside  of  the  base  to  the  north  and  east 
has  been  diverted  to  a  ditch  that  paraiieis  the  east  boundary  of  the  instaiiation. 

The  east  part  of  the  base  aiso  drains  to  this  ditch  and  then  into  Saiado  Creek 
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(see  Figure  3.5-1).  Salado  Creek  discharges  into  the  San  Antonio  River 
approximateiy  4  miies  south  of  the  base. 


Remains  of  a  former  irrigation  canai,  or  acequia  system  (a  system  of  irrigation 
ditches),  are  present  aiong  the  west  base  boundary.  The  acequia  system,  which 
is  discussed  in  more  detaii  in  Section  3. 5. 6.2,  inciudes  the  water  course  identified 
as  the  San  Juan  Acequia.  The  west  portion  of  Brooks  AFB  drains  to  Berg’s  Miii 
Creek.  A  concern  has  been  expressed  regarding  storm  water  drainage  during 
heavy  storm  events  near  the  San  Juan  Acequia.  Damage  to  a  portion  of  the 
acequia  has  occurred  during  such  events.  Flowever,  storm  water  fiow  exiting 
Brooks  AFB  to  the  west  fiows  beneath  the  acequia. 

There  are  currentiy  two  6-foot-deep  surface  water  impoundments  on  Brooks  AFB 
(see  Figure  3.5-3).  The  1 .4-acre  Goif  Course  Pond  was  instaiied  in  the  iate 
1 950s  to  eariy  1 960s  as  a  fiood  controi  structure.  The  pond  is  situated  near  the 
center  of  the  nine-hoie  goif  course  in  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  base.  The 
1 .1-acre  Famiiy  Campground  Pond,  which  is  situated  on  the  south-centrai 
perimeter  of  the  base,  was  constructed  in  1986-1987,  and  functions  as  both  a 
fiood  controi  pond  and  an  aiternative  recreationai  fishing  pond  (U.S.  Air  Force, 
1997a). 

Areas  that  wouid  be  inundated  by  100-year  fioods  are  subject  to  protection  under 
EO  11988  (Fioodpiain  Management),  and  AFI  32-7064  (Chapter  4,  Fioodpiain 
Management  and  Wetiands  Protection).  Two  areas  on  base  are  within  the 
100-year  fioodpiain  (see  Figure  3.5-3).  Both  sites  are  in  undeveioped  areas  and 
are  used  for  recreationai  purposes.  One  area  is  adjacent  to  Berg's  Miii  Creek,  a 
tributary  of  the  San  Antonio  River  that  fiows  south-southwest  on  the  base  through 
the  goif  course,  forms  the  goif  course  pond,  and  exits  south  of  the  West  Gate. 

The  other  area  ciassified  as  a  100-year  fioodpiain  is  on  the  southeast  portion  of 
the  base  at  the  Famiiy  Campground  Pond  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1 998a). 

3.5.2.2  Groundwater. 

Any  description  of  groundwater  in  the  San  Antonio  region,  or  the  iarger,  muitipie 
county  area  aiong  the  Baicones  Escarpment  (see  Sections  3.5.1  and  3.5.2), 
shouid  begin  with  a  discussion  of  the  Edwards  aquifer.  Much  of  the  potabie  water 
used  in  the  greater  San  Antonio  region  is  drawn  from  weiis  or  springs  that  tap  the 
Edwards  iimestones  and  associated  formations  in  the  Baicones  fauit  zone.  The 
Edwards  aquifer  is  a  series  of  reiativeiy  fiat  iimestone  or  doiostone  formations 
that  thicken  and  dip  to  the  south  and  southeast.  The  Edwards  aquifer  formations 
are  underiain  by  the  Gien  Rose  Formation  (iower  confining  unit),  and  overiain  by 
the  Dei  Rio  Formation  (upper  confining  unit).  Compiicating  this  structure  are 
many  fauits  and  fauit  zones  that  have  deformed  or  dispiaced  the  water-bearing 
formations  against  non-water-bearing  formations.  The  most  important  of  these 
fauit  zones  caused  the  upiift  responsibie  for  the  Baicones  Escarpment  (Groschen, 
1 996),  a  description  of  which  is  given  in  Section  3.5.1 .1 . 

There  are  three  important  hydroiogic  zones  associated  with  the  Edwards  aquifer: 
the  watershed  catchment  zone,  the  groundwater  recharge  zone,  and  the  confined 
aquifer  zone.  The  watershed  catchment  zone  is  situated  primariiy  on  the 
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Edwards  Plateau  and  provides  the  drainage  areas  where  rainfall  is  collected  and 
tunneled  toward  the  recharge  zone.  The  recharge  zone  is  a  relatively  narrow 
exposure  of  Edwards  aquifer  formations  at  the  ground  surface  downgradient  from 
the  Balcones  Escarpment.  After  the  Edwards  aquifer  formations  dip  below  the 
Del  Rio  Formation  toward  the  southeast,  they  form  the  confined  aquifer  zone  that 
is  so  productive  for  this  region.  The  recharge  zone  is  northwest  of  San  Antonio 
and  extends  for  approximately  175  miles  from  Kinney  County  eastward  to  Hayes 
County,  Texas.  A  portion  of  the  recharge  zone  is  within  the  northwestern  San 
Antonio  city  limits.  The  aquifer  is  recharged  partly  by  infiltration  of  rainwater, 
partly  by  seepage  from  surface  rivers,  but  mainly  through  underflow  of  streams 
on  the  Edwards  Plateau.  Such  recharge  is  characterized  by  the  downward 
movement  of  surface  water  via  surface  openings,  cavities,  and  sinkholes  in  the 
recharge  zone.  Within  the  confined  aquifer  zone,  there  is  a  downgradient  limit  to 
the  potable  (usable)  groundwater  resource,  beyond  which  the  groundwater  is 
saline  and  not  usable  (Stein  and  Ozuna,  1996;  Barker,  Bush  and  Baker,  1994). 

The  continued  dip  of  the  Edwards  aquifer  formations  to  the  east  and  southeast 
and  the  confining  layers  above  and  below  create  the  artesian  conditions  within  the 
confined  aquifer  zone.  This  dip  also  places  the  top  of  the  aquifer  at  ever 
increasing  depths  below  the  ground  surface  downgradient  from  the  recharge 
zone.  According  to  Groschen  (1996),  the  depth  to  the  bottom  of  the  Del  Rio 
formation  (upper  confining  unit)  beneath  the  Brooks  AFB  property  is 
approximately  640  feet  below  sea  level.  Since  the  ground  surface  elevation  of 
Brooks  AFB  ranges  from  560  feet  to  670  feet  above  sea  level,  the  depth  to  the 
top  of  the  Edwards  aquifer  ranges  between  1 ,200  feet  to  1 ,310  feet  bgs.  The 
location  of  Brooks  AFB  also  puts  it  above  the  saline  groundwater  within  the 
Edwards  aquifer;  in  other  words,  it  is  southeast  of  the  limit  of  fresh  groundwater 
resources.  Any  surface  water  on  the  Brooks  AFB  property  that  manages  to 
infiltrate  into  the  ground  will  not  reach  the  Edwards  aquifer,  but  would  contribute 
to  a  shallower  aquifer  that  is  reported  as  discontinuous  and  perched  above  the 
Edwards  aquifer. 

The  water  supply  for  Brooks  AFB  is  purchased  from  SAWS,  which  obtains  its 
water  from  the  Edwards  aquifer.  SAWS  obtains  approximately  178,000  acre-feet 
of  water  per  year  from  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority.  However,  it  is  anticipated 
that  SAWS’  next  permit  to  obtain  groundwater  from  the  Edwards  aquifer  will  only 
allow  between  148,000  and  170,000  acre-feet  per  year  (San  Antonio  Water 
System,  1 998).  These  limitations  are  a  result  of  the  current  overdraft  of  water 
from  the  Edwards  aquifer,  which  contains  an  estimated  173  million  acre-feet  of 
freshwater.  However,  the  difference  between  the  average  annual  recharge  for 
this  aquifer  (approximately  683,000  acre-feet)  and  the  sum  of  the  annual  natural 
outflow  to  springs  and  seeps  (estimated  to  be  about  363,500)  and  the  regional 
pumping  from  the  aquifer  (last  estimated  at  approximately  542,400  acre-feet)  was 
negative  (Stein  and  Ozuna,  1 996).  To  underscore  the  severity  of  the  water 
supply  concerns  in  this  area,  water  demand  in  the  Edwards  aquifer  region  is 
expected  exceed  850,000  acre-feet  annually  by  2020;  it  is  expected  to  be  over 
1  million  acre-feet  per  year  by  2050  (San  Antonio  Water  System,  1 998). 

Because  of  the  current  overdraft  of  this  aquifer  and  the  rising  future  demand  for 
water,  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority  has  been  directed  by  the  Texas  State 
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Legislature  to  regulate  and  control  withdrawal  from  the  aquifer.  Thus,  under  state 
law,  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority  is  required  to  immediately  limit  annual 
withdrawals  to  450,000  acre-feet  per  year  and  to  further  reduce  withdrawals  to 
400,000  acre-feet  by  2008.  However,  the  administrative  rules  that  implement  the 
state  law  have  been  invalidated  as  a  result  of  a  successful  court  challenge  and 
must  be  re-promulgated  under  the  Texas  Administrative  Procedures  Act. 

Also  in  response  to  this  crisis,  SAWS  is  investigating  alternative  sources  of  water. 
These  options  may  be  non-Edwards  aquifer  groundwater  sources,  surface  water 
supplies,  wastewater  recycling,  or  enhancing  the  amount  of  recharge  to  the 
Edwards  aquifer. 

3.5.2.3  Water  Quality. 

No  point  source  discharges  from  Brooks  AFB  require  an  NPDES  permit. 

However,  the  more  recent  implementation  of  storm  water  National  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permits  has  included  Brooks  AFB  as  an 
industrial  activity,  and  it  is  currently  covered  under  the  federal  multi-sector  general 
permit  (MSGP)  requiring  monitoring  and  control  of  storm  water  runoff.  Regulatory 
responsibility  for  the  administration  of  this  permit  will  transfer  to  the  TNRCC  in 
late  September  2000,  and  the  permit  will  fall  under  the  Texas  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (TPDES).  It  will  remain  a  general  permit  and  include  Brooks 
AFB  as  one  of  many  permittees. 

Assessment  of  the  groundwater  quality  in  the  Brooks  AFB  area  must  address 
both  the  Edwards  aquifer  and  the  shallower  groundwater  overlying  the  upper 
confining  unit  of  the  Edwards  aquifer.  Because  of  its  high  yield  potential  (highly 
porous  materials),  the  Edwards  aquifer  is  easily  susceptible  to  contamination  in 
the  recharge  zone,  but  not  in  the  areas  underlain  by  the  upper  confining  units  of 
the  aquifer  system.  Brooks  AFB  is  situated  approximately  1 5  to  20  miles 
southeast  of  the  recharge  zone.  The  depth  to  the  aquifer  beneath  the  base  is 
estimated  a  minimum  of  1 ,200  feet  bgs. 

A  TCE  groundwater  plume  associated  with  IRP  Site  FT002  is  situated  in  the 
southwest  corner  of  the  installation  (see  Section  3.4.2,  Hazardous  Waste 
Management).  The  groundwater  associated  with  this  plume  is  within  a  shallow 
aquifer  unconnected  to  the  Edwards  aquifer.  This  shallow  aquifer  is  not  currently 
used  as  a  source  of  potable  water. 

A  linear  interface  between  freshwater  and  saline  water  exists  roughly  parallel  to 
the  Balcones  recharge  zone  that  extends  along  the  entire  width  of  the  Edwards 
aquifer.  The  boundary  projection  of  this  interface  forms  a  line  that  would  run 
through  Randolph  AFB  and  extend  through  central  San  Antonio.  Northwest  of 
this  boundary,  water  is  suitable  for  consumption;  southeast  of  the  boundary,  the 
water  contains  hydrogen  sulfide  and  generally  has  more  than  1 ,000  ppm 
dissolved  solids.  The  groundwater  beneath  Brooks  AFB  would  be  included  in  this 
saline  section  of  the  aquifer  and  is  not  considered  suitable  for  consumption. 

There  are  no  drinking  water  quality  concerns  at  Brooks  AFB.  All  potable  water  is 
purchased  from  the  SAWS;  there  are  no  active  on-base  wells. 
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3.5.3  Air  Quality 

The  federal  CAA,  42  U.S.C.  7401 -7671  (q),  amended  in  November  1990,  provides 
that  emissions  sources  must  comply  with  the  air  quality  standards  and  regulations 
that  have  been  established  by  federal,  state,  and  county  regulatory  agencies. 
These  standards  and  regulations  focus  on  (1)  the  maximum  allowable  ambient 
pollutant  concentrations,  and  (2)  the  maximum  allowable  emissions  from 
individual  sources. 

U.S.  EPA  established  the  federal  standards  for  the  permissible  levels  of  certain 
pollutants  in  the  atmosphere.  The  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS)  have  been  established  for  six  criteria  pollutants:  ozone  (VOCs  and 
nitrogen  oxides  [NOx]),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less 
than  10  microns  in  diameter  (PM10),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2), 
and  lead.  The  state  of  Texas  has  adopted  the  NAAQS  as  their  representative  air 
quality  standards.  The  NAAQS  are  listed  in  Table  3.5-2. 

Section  176c  of  the  CAA  provides  that  a  federal  agency  cannot  support  an  activity 
in  any  way  unless  the  federal  agency  determines  that  the  activity  will  conform  to 
the  State  Implementation  Plan's  (SIP's)  purpose  of  attaining  and  maintaining  the 
NAAQS.  In  accordance  with  this  part  of  the  Act,  U.S.  EPA  announced 
promulgation  of  its  final  conformity  rule  for  general  federal  actions  for 
nonattainment  and  maintenance  areas  in  the  November  30,  1993,  Federal 
Register  (40  CFR  Part  51 ). 

The  final  rule  does  currently  not  apply  to  the  transfer  of  Brooks  AFB  property 
because  of  the  attainment  status  of  the  region.  However,  there  is  a  possibility 
that  the  San  Antonio  area  may  be  redesignated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for 
ozone  as  early  as  January  2001 ,  due  to  the  area's  inability  to  achieve  the  new 
8-hour  standard  for  ozone.  This  new  8-hour  standard  is  currently  being 
challenged  and  will  go  before  the  Supreme  Court.  Since  the  San  Antonio  area  is 
currently  an  attainment  area,  the  project  is  not  subject  to  general  conformity. 

In  addition,  an  NAAQS  for  lead  of  1 .5  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (pg/m^), 
averaged  over  a  calendar  quarter,  has  been  established.  The  1990  CAA 
Amendments  (CAAA)  recognized  lead  and  lead  compounds  for  their  toxic 
characteristics,  and  they  have  been  included  on  the  list  of  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPS)  in  Section  112(d). 

Asbestos  fiber  emissions  into  the  ambient  air  are  regulated  in  accordance  with 
Section  1 1 2  of  the  CAA,  which  established  the  NESHAP.  The  NESHAP 
regulations  (40  CFR  Part  61  Subpart  M)  address  the  renovation  or  demolition  of 
buildings  with  ACM.  Under  the  NESHAP,  the  owner  of  a  structure  must,  prior  to 
renovation  or  demolition  of  buildings  with  ACM,  provide  notice  to  the  regulator 
with  CAA  authority  (either  the  U.S.  EPA  or  it  state  counterpart). 

Lead  air  emissions  are  also  regulated  by  QSHA,  which  focuses  on  lead  exposure 
to  workers.  QSHA’s  lead  in  construction  standard  applies  to  all  construction  work 
where  an  employee  may  be  occupationally  exposed  to  lead,  including  demolition 
or  salvage  of  structures  where  lead  or  materials  containing  lead  are  present.  The 
permissible  exposure  limit  (PEL)  established  by  QSHA  sets  the  maximum  worker 
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Table  3.5-2.  National  and  Texas  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Standard  Value*®’*®’ 

Standard  Type'®”®’ 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

8-hour  Average 

1-hour  Average 

9  ppm 

35  ppm 

1 0  mg/m’^ 

40  mg/m’^ 

Primary 

Primary 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 

Annual  Arithmetic  Mean 

0.053  ppm 

1 00  pg/m’^ 

Primary  &  Secondary 

Ozone  (O3) 

1-hour  Average 

8-hour  Average*®* 

0.12  ppm 
0.08  ppm 

235  pg/m’^ 
157  pg/m’^ 

Primary  &  Secondary 
Primary  &  Secondary 

Lead  (Pb) 

Ouarterly  Average 

1 .5  pg/m’^ 

Primary  &  Secondary 

Particulate  <  10  micrometers  (PM10) 
Annual  Arithmetic  Mean 

24-hour  Average 

50  pg/m’^ 

1 50  pg/m’^ 

Primary  &  Secondary 
Primary  &  Secondary 

Particulate  <  2.5  micrometers  (PM2.5) 
Annual  Arithmetic  Mean*®’ 
24-hour  Average*®’ 

1 5  pg/m’^ 

65  pg/m’^ 

Primary  &  Secondary 
Primary  &  Secondary 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 

Annual  Arithmetic  Mean 

24-hour  Average 

3-hour  Average 

0.03  ppm 
0.14  ppm 
0.50  ppm 

80  pg/m’^ 

365  pg/m’^ 

1 300  pg/m’^ 

Primary 

Primary 

Secondary 

Notes:  (a)  The  ozone  8-hour  standard  and  the  PM2.5  standards  are  included  for  information  only.  A  1 999  federal 
court  ruling  blocked  implementation  of  these  standards,  which  U.S.  EPA  proposed  in  1997. 

U.S.  EPA  has  asked  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  to  reconsider  that  decision. 

(b)  Standards,  other  than  for  ozone  and  those  based  upon  annual  averages,  are  not  to  be  exceeded 
more  than  once  a  year.  The  ozone  standard  is  attained  when  the  expected  number  of  days  per 
calendar  year  with  maximum  hourly  average  concentrations  above  the  standard  is  equal  to  or  less 
than  one. 


(c)  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  are 
provided  in  the  second  column. 

(d)  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  to  protect 
the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no  later  than  3  years  after  that 
state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  U.S.  EPA. 

(e)  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any 
known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant.  Each  state  must  attain  the  secondary  standards 
within  a  “reasonable  time’’  after  the  U.S.  EPA  approves  the  implementation  plan. 

pg/m®  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
mg/m®  =  milligrams  per  cubic  meter 
ppm  =  parts  per  million 


exposure  to  lead  at  airborne  concentrations  greater  than  50  pg/m^  averaged  over 
8  hours  in  any  workday.  The  action  level  at  which  an  employer  must  begin 
certain  compliance  activities,  outlined  in  OSHA  standards  for  lead  in  demolition 
activities,  is  an  airborne  concentration  of  30  pg/m^  calculated  as  an  8-hour  time- 
weighted  average  (TWA). 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


3-57 


The  ROI  for  the  air  quality  analysis  is  the  existing  airshed  surrounding  Brooks 
AFB  within  Bexar  County.  Baseline  emission  inventories  for  Bexar  County  and 
Brooks  AFB  are  presented  in  Tables  3.5-3  and  3.5-4,  respectively.  Existing 
baseline  emissions  of  lead  are  considered  insignificant  (fewer  than  2  pounds  per 
year  at  Brooks  AFB  for  all  sources  combined)  and  are,  therefore,  not  included  in 
these  tables. 


Table  3.5-3.  Baseline  Emission  Inventory,  Bexar  County  (tons  per  year) 


Emission  Sources 

PM10 

CQ 

NQx 

SQ2 

VQC 

Stationary  Sources 
Mobiie  Sources*®’ 

Totai 

1,872.5 

(b) 

1,872.5 

2,496.9 

228,537.5 

231,034.4 

25.483.8 
35,478.0 

60.961.8 

28,246.8 

(b) 

28,246.8 

1,042.9 

27,864.1 

28,907.0 

Notes:  (a)  Vehicles  operating  on  public  roadways  only,  not  including  airport  support  vehicles  or  off-road  vehicles, 
(b)  Negligible. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide 
NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides 

PM,o  =  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 

Source:  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission,  1998. 


Table  3.5-4.  Baseline  Emission  Inventory,  Brooks  AFB  (tons  per  year) 


PMm 

CQ 

NQx 

SQ2 

VQC 

Totai  HAPs 

Emission  Sources 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

Aboveground  Tanks 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

1.41 

0.07 

Degreaser/Soivent 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

0.17 

(b) 

Cieaning 

Externai  Combustion 

1.02 

2.72 

7.95 

0.08 

0.43 

0.04 

Fuei  Dispensing 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

4.55 

0.10 

Generai  Processes 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

0.06 

0.06 

Incinerator 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

0.05 

Internai  Combustion 

0.07 

0.21 

0.96 

0.06 

0.08 

(b) 

Surface  Coating 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(B) 

1.90 

(B) 

Underground  Tanks 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

(b) 

0.41 

(b) 

Woodworking 

0.29 

(b) 

(B) 

(B) 

(B) 

(B) 

Mobiie  Sources*®’ 

0.10 

44.23 

4.58 

(b) 

3.89 

(b) 

Totai 

1.48 

47.16 

13.49 

0.14 

12.90 

0.32 

Notes:  (a)  Emissions  are  based  on  four  different  classes  of  motor  vehicles  utilized  on  base:  privately  owned, 
resident  population,  transient  student,  and  government-owned  or  leased  vehicles. 

(b)  Negligible. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide 
HAP  =  hazardous  air  pollutant 
NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 

Source:  U.S.  Air  Force,  1996c. 


Bexar  County  is  in  Texas  Air  Poiiution  Controi  District  (APCD)  217,  Region  XIII, 
1  of  the  16  air  quaiity  districts  in  Texas  (Figure  3.5-4).  Bexar  County  is  in 
attainment  for  aii  criteria  poiiutants.  The  reguiatory  authority  is  the  TNRCC,  Air 
Quaiity  Division.  Bexar  County  reported  monitoring  data  as  part  of  the  1 996 
Annuai  Air  Quaiity  Report  for  Texas.  Monitor  sensors  for  totai  suspended 
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Figure  3.5-4 
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particulates  (TSP)  and  SO2  were  included  in  the  report.  The  monitoring  data  did 
not  identify  any  exceedances  of  the  NAAQS  for  Bexar  County. 

CO  is  considered  a  localized  problem.  Analysis  for  CO  hotspots  is  required  when 
an  activity  is  likely  to  impact  within  1/4  mile  of  a  sensitive  source  receptor. 
Sensitive  receptors  include  residences,  schools,  playgrounds,  childcare  facilities, 
athletic  fields,  and  structures  such  as  rehabilitation  facilities.  CO  is  a  directly 
emitted  pollutant,  which  usually  concentrates  near  heavily  congested  streets.  CO 
emissions  are  primarily  associated  with  automobile  usage.  Currently,  air  quality 
in  the  ROI  is  not  affected  by  increased  levels  of  CO  or  CO  hotspots. 

The  largest  baseline  criteria  pollutant  emission  on  the  base  is  CO,  at 
approximately  50  tons  per  year,  resulting  from  stationary  and  mobile  sources. 

The  majority  of  these  emissions  result  from  mobile  sources  on  the  base.  Brooks 
AFB  currently  has  no  air  emission  permits.  However,  standard  exemptions  are  in 
place  for  the  pathological  incinerator,  soil  venting  system,  and  groundwater/soil 
remediation  system. 

Because  Bexar  County  is  an  attainment  area,  it  is  regulated  under  the  Prevention 
of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  program  authorized  by  the  CAA,  Part  C, 
Sections  160-169.  Within  PSD  areas,  owners  and/or  operators  of  new  or 
modified  sources  must  obtain  a  PSD  permit  prior  to  construction  of  a  major 
source  in  attainment  or  unclassified  areas.  A  major  source  is  defined  by  PSD 
regulations  as  being  a  specific  type  of  source  listed  by  U.S.  EPA  that  has  a 
potential  of  emitting  100  tons  per  year  of  a  regulated  pollutant,  or  250  tons  if  the 
source  is  not  a  major  source  (secondary  emissions  are  not  included). 

Brooks  AFB  is  not  considered  a  major  source  under  TNRCC  Title  30,  Part  1 , 
Chapter  122,  and  does  not  require  a  Title  V  operating  permit.  Air  emissions  are 
limited  to  those  generated  by  the  use  of  stationary  equipment,  mobile  sources, 
and  area  sources. 

These  sources  result  in  minor  emissions,  and  current  air  emissions  from  the  site 
are  negligible  to  ambient  air  quality. 

Some  national  parks  and  wilderness  areas  are  designated  as  Class  I  areas,  and 
appreciable  deterioration  or  air  quality  is  considered  significant.  No  PSD  Class  I 
areas  have  been  identified  within  50  miles  of  Brooks  AFB. 

In  an  attempt  to  limit  emissions  of  NOx  and  VOCs,  which  contribute  to  an 
increase  in  ozone  levels,  the  TNRCC  has  developed  a  program  for  the  City  of 
San  Antonio  called  the  Air  Quality  Health  Alert  Plan  (AQHAP).  This  plan  focuses 
on  reducing  emissions  from  both  mobile  sources  (automobiles  and  heavy 
construction  equipment)  and  area  sources  (paving  and  painting  activities). 

Guidelines  and  procedures  for  reducing  emissions  include  both  year-round  and 
episodic  activities.  The  use  of  public  transportation  and  carpooling,  as  well  as 
energy  conservation  practices,  are  encouraged  year-round.  On  sunny  days  with 
high  temperatures  and  low  winds,  an  Air  Quality  Health  Alert  Day  may  be 
implemented.  As  part  of  the  AQHAP,  on  such  days,  construction  activities  at 
Brooks  AFB  would  follow  appropriate  vehicle  operating  tips  such  as  avoiding 
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excessive  idling  and  rescheduling  any  nonessential  outdoor  painting  or  paving 
activities  to  evenings  or  better  air  quality  days. 

3.5.4  Noise 

Noise  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound  that  interferes  with  normal  human  activities 
or  otherwise  diminishes  the  quality  of  the  environment.  The  ROI  includes  noise 
associated  with  on-base  construction  and  surface  traffic  noise  on  highways  and 
local  key  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB  that  were  considered  in  the 
transportation  analysis. 

Sound  intensity  is  measured  with  a  logarithmic  unit  known  as  the  decibel  (dB). 
When  measuring  sound  to  determine  its  effects  on  a  human  population, 
A-weighted  sound  levels  (dBA)  are  typically  used  to  account  for  the  frequency 
response  of  the  human  ear. 

Because  noise  levels  often  change  with  time,  several  descriptors  have  been 
developed  that  take  into  account  this  time-varying  nature.  One  A-weighted 
descriptor,  the  day-night  average  sound  level  (Ldn),  is  the  most  commonly  used 
metric  for  evaluation  of  community  noise  impacts.  Minimum  national  noise 
standards  applicable  to  the  HUD  programs  are  described  in  24  CFR  Part  51.101. 
HUD  considers  65  dB  Ldn  acceptable,  and  above  65  dB  Ldn  normally 
unacceptable. 

Surface  traffic  noise  levels  for  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB  were 
analyzed  using  the  Federal  Highway  Administration’s  Highway  Noise  Model 
(Federal  Highway  Administration,  1978).  The  model  incorporates  vehicle  mix, 
traffic  volume  projections,  and  speed  to  generate  Ldn.  The  noise  levels  are  then 
presented  as  a  function  of  distance  from  the  centerline  of  the  nearest  road.  Four 
noise-sensitive  receptors  are  present  along  key  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks 
AFB.  These  include  three  single-family  housing  areas  along  S.E.  Military  Drive, 
Goliad  Road,  and  South  Presa  Street,  as  well  as  the  Texas  Center  for  Infectious 
Disease.  Existing  traffic  on  S.E.  Military  Drive,  South  Presa  Street,  and  Goliad 
Road  generates  noise  that  affects  these  sensitive  receptors.  Noise  modeling 
conducted  for  these  receptors  indicates  that  Ldn  is  between  62  and  67  dBA. 

3.5.5  Biological  Resources 

Biological  resources  include  the  native  and  introduced  plants  and  animals  in  the 
ROI.  For  discussion  purposes,  these  resources  have  been  divided  into  the 
following  categories:  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and  endangered  species, 
and  sensitive  habitats.  The  ROI  for  biological  resources  includes  the  on-site 
areas  (where  construction  and  development  may  occur)  and  adjacent  property. 

3.5.5.1  Vegetation. 

Brooks  AFB  is  in  the  north  area  of  the  ecological  region  known  as  the  South 
Texas  Plains,  Rio  Grande  Plains,  or  Tamaulipian  Brushlands.  Most  of  the 
1 ,31 0  acres  on  Brooks  AFB  have  been  altered  or  developed  during  construction 
of  structures,  streets,  and  the  former  airfield.  Approximately  100  noncontiguous 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


3-61 


acres  of  native  vegetative  cover  remain.  This  acreage  contains  reiativeiy  mature 
stands  of  vegetation  that  are  somewhat  representative  of  species  that  were 
present  before  deveiopment  and  urbanization  of  the  generai  area.  However, 
most  of  the  base  is  dominated  by  non-native  grasses  and  invading  riparian  and 
thorny  woody  species  that  have  repiaced  the  naturai  vegetation.  This 
repiacement  of  naturai  vegetation  is  due,  in  part,  to  fire  suppression  activities. 
Some  of  the  piant  species  that  occur  on  the  undeveioped  portions  of  the  base 
inciude  Bermuda  grass  (Cynodon  dactylon),  Johnson  grass  (Sorghum 
halepense),  iittie  biuestem  (Andropogon  scoparius),  siiver  biuestem  (Andropogon 
saccharoides),  Daiiis  grass  (Paspalum  dilatatum),  iow  panicums  (Panicum  sp.), 
huisache  (Acacia  smallii),  agarito  (Berberis  trifoliolata),  honey  mesquite  (Prosopis 
glandulosa),  and  sugar  hackberry  (Celtis  laevigata)  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1996c). 

3.5.5.2  Wildlife. 

Aithough  the  undeveioped  portion  of  the  base  provides  approximateiy  485  acres 
(inciuding  1 1 .5  acres  of  wetiands)  of  reiativeiy  undisturbed  habitat  for  native 
wiidiife  species,  the  diversity  and  abundance  of  species  is  iimited  due  to  the 
noncontiguous/restricted  nature  of  the  native  cover.  Faunai  studies  conducted  in 
December  1993  and  Juiy  1996  on  Brooks  AFB  identified  6  reptiie,  8  mammai, 
and  47  bird  species  on  base.  None  of  the  species  observed  was  federaiiy  or 
state-iisted  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  “species  of  speciai  concern” 
(U.S.  Air  Force,  1 996c).  Some  of  the  “common”  species  that  occur  on  Brooks 
AFB  inciude  the  biack-taiied  jackrabbit  (Lepus  californicus),  coyote  (Canis 
latrans),  striped  skunk  (Mephitis  mephitis),  snapping  turtie  (Chelydra  serpentina), 
red-eared  siider  (Chrysemys  scripta),  American  crow  (Corvus  brachyrhynchos), 
biue  jay  (Cyanocitta  cristata),  house  sparrow  (Passer  domesticus),  and  mourning 
dove  (Zenaida  macroura). 

3.5.5.3  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species. 

According  to  the  Integrated  Naturai  Resources  Management  Pian  (INRMP)  for 
Brooks  AFB,  no  federaiiy  or  state-iisted  threatened  and  endangered  species  are 
present  on  the  base  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1996c). 

A  bioiogicai  survey  of  Brooks  AFB  was  conducted  in  1 998;  the  finai  survey  report 
was  compieted  in  March  1999  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1999a).  The  report  confirmed  that 
no  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  present  on  Brooks  AFB. 

Federaiiy  and  state-iisted  endangered  species  known  to  occur  within  the  generai 
area  of  the  Edwards  aquifer  and  San  Marcos  and  Comai  aquatic  systems  inciude 
Texas  wiid-rice  (Zizania  texana).  Peck’s  Cave  amphipod  (Stygobromus  pecki), 
Comai  Springs  riffie  beetie  (Heterelmis  comalensis),  Comai  Springs  dryopid 
beetie  (Stygoparnus  comalensis),  fountain  darter  (Etheostoma  fonticola),  San 
Marcos  gambusia  (Gambusia  georgei),  and  Texas  biind  saiamander 
(Typhlomolge  rathbuni).  Additionaiiy,  the  federaiiy  and  state-iisted  as  threatened 
San  Marcos  saiamander  (Eurycea  nana)  is  present  within  the  generai  area. 

These  species  require  adequate  spring  fiow  and  are  threatened  by  decreased 
water  quaiity,  water  quantity,  and  water  stagnation.  The  Texas  wiid-rice,  fountain 
darter,  San  Marcos  gambusia,  and  San  Marcos  saiamander  are  found  in  habitats 
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associated  with  Spring  Lake  and  its  outfiow,  the  San  Marcos  River.  The  Texas 
biind  saiamander,  a  species  known  oniy  from  Hayes  County,  Texas,  inhabits  the 
subterranean  waters  of  the  Edwards  aquifer  near  the  city  of  San  Marcos.  The 
three  invertebrate  species.  Peck’s  Cave  amphipod,  Comai  Springs  riffie  beetie, 
and  Comai  Springs  dryopid  beetie,  are  aii  present  at  Comai  Springs  and  in  other 
spring  areas  such  as  Hueco,  San  Marcos,  and  Fern  Bank  springs. 

3.5.5.4  Sensitive  Habitats. 

Sensitive  habitats  inciude  wetiands,  piant  communities  that  are  designated  as 
iimited  distribution,  and  important  seasonai  use  areas  for  wiidiife  (e.g.,  migration 
routes,  breeding  areas,  cruciai  winter/summer  habitat).  Sensitive  habitats  on 
Brooks  AFB  property  consist  of  11 .7  acres  of  jurisdictionai  wetiands  found  at 
three  iocations  on  the  base  (see  Figure  3.5-3).  Jurisdictionai  wetiands  have  been 
deiineated  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base  adjacent  to  the  Famiiy 
Campground  area  (2.2  acres),  in  the  Goif  Course  area  (2.2  acres),  and  in  the 
southwest  portion  of  the  base  in  the  Antenna  Farm  area  (7.3  acres)  (U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  1997).  Wetiands  are  protected  under  Section  404  of  the 
CWA  and  by  EO  11990  (Wetiands  Protection). 

3.5.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cuiturai  resources  are  prehistoric  and  historic  sites,  structures,  districts,  artifacts, 
or  any  other  physicai  evidence  of  human  activity  considered  important  to  a 
cuiture,  subcuiture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditionai,  reiigious,  or  other 
reasons.  For  ease  of  discussion,  cuiturai  resources  have  been  divided  into  three 
main  categories:  prehistoric  and  historic  archaeoiogicai  resources,  historic 
buiidings  and  structures,  and  traditionai  resources. 

For  this  EIS,  the  cuiturai  resources  ROI  is  synonymous  with  the  area  of  potentiai 
effect,  as  defined  by  reguiations  impiementing  the  Nationai  Historic  Preservation 
Act  (NHPA)  (16  U.S.C.  470f).  The  ROI  encompasses  the  entirety  of  the 
instaiiation,  inciuding  aii  faciiities,  infrastructure,  and  open  space;  aii  areas  of 
ground  disturbance  within  the  base  boundaries;  and  aii  buiidings  and  structures 
subject  to  modification. 

Numerous  iaws  and  reguiations  require  federai  agencies  to  consider  the  effects 
of  a  proposed  project  on  cuiturai  resources.  These  iaws  and  reguiations  stipuiate 
a  process  for  compiiance,  define  the  responsibiiities  of  the  federai  agency 
proposing  the  action,  and  prescribe  the  reiationships  among  other  invoived 
agencies  (e.g..  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  [SHPO],  Advisory  Councii  on 
Historic  Preservation).  The  primary  iaw  governing  the  treatment  of  cuiturai 
resources  is  the  NHPA,  which  requires  a  federai  agency  to  consider  potentiai 
impacts  on  historic  properties  from  any  proposed  undertaking.  Methods  used  to 
achieve  compiiance  with  these  requirements  are  presented  in  Appendix  G. 

For  nonfederai  properties  in  San  Antonio,  Section  35-7037  {Unidentified 
Archeoiogicai  Sites)  of  San  Antonio  Ordinance  8091 0  prescribes  specific  actions 
to  be  foiiowed  when  a  previousiy  unidentified  archaeoiogicai  site  is  discovered 
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during  the  course  of  construction  or  demoiition.  Specifics  of  this  ordinance  are 
provided  in  Appendix  G. 

Oniy  those  potentiai  historic  properties  determined  to  be  significant  under  cuiturai 
resources  iegisiation  are  subject  to  protection  or  consideration  by  a  federai 
agency.  The  quaiity  of  significance,  in  terms  of  integrity  and  appiicabiiity  to 
Nationai  Register  of  Historic  Preservation  (Nationai  Register)  criteria,  is 
discussed  in  Appendix  G.  Significant  cuiturai  resources,  either  prehistoric  or 
historic  in  age,  are  referred  to  as  “historic  properties.” 

In  compiiance  with  Sections  1 06  and  1 1 0  of  the  NHPA,  the  Air  Force  has 
previousiy  consuited  with  the  SHPO  at  the  Texas  Historicai  Commission 
regarding  cuiturai  resources  at  Brooks  AFB.  Surveys  for  archaeoiogicai 
resources  and  historic  buiidings  and  structures  have  been  performed  (Geo- 
Marine,  Inc.,  1995;  Earth  Tech  and  Planning  Consultants  Research  1998)  and  a 
follow-on  survey  to  evaluate  facilities  under  the  Man  in  Space  historic  context  is  in 
progress.  Results  of  these  surveys  are  discussed  in  the  appropriate  subsections. 

3.5.6. 1  Prehistoric  and  Historic  Archaeoiogicai  Resources 

Prehistoric  Context.  Brooks  AFB  is  situated  in  a  South  Texas  archaeological 
region  that  has  supported  a  cultural  resources  chronology  for  over  1 0,000  years. 
The  base  is  near  the  edge  of  Balcones  Escarpment,  which  is  within  the  Central 
Texas  archaeological  region.  As  a  result,  the  archaeology  of  both  regions  was 
considered  when  reviewing  the  cultural  resources  of  Brooks  AFB  and  the 
surrounding  area  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995).  The  archaeological  chronology 
recognized  in  Central  and  South  Texas  includes  the  Paleo-Indian  Period  (ca. 
10,000-6000  Before  Christ  [B.C.]),  the  Archaic  Period  (ca.  6000  B.C.-Anno 
Domini  [A.D.]  800),  the  Late  Prehistoric  Period  (A.D.  800-1700),  and  the 
Protohistoric  Period  (A.D.  1680-1720).  Concentrations  of  Early  Archaic  sites  (ca. 
6000-2500  B.C.)  have  been  identified  approximately  100  kilometers  south  of 
Brooks  AFB  in  Choke  Canyon  and  at  the  nearby  Applewhite  Reservoir  site  (Black, 
1989;  Scott  and  Fox,  1982;  Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995). 

Archaeological  Investigations.  The  earliest  archaeological  investigations  of 
South  and  Central  Texas  focused  on  burned  rock  middens  and  ceramics  and 
were  conducted  in  the  early  part  of  the  twentieth  century  as  part  of  Works 
Progress  Administration-  (WPA-)  sponsored  projects.  It  is  primarily  this  WPA 
data  that  serve  as  a  background  for  constructing  the  general  cultural 
chronologies. 

Additional  archaeological  investigations  (1940s  through  the  1960s)  were 
conducted  by  the  University  of  Texas,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  via  the  River  Basin  Survey  Project.  In  the  1970s,  a  series 
of  cultural  resources  management  (CRM)  programs  and  research  projects 
produced  more  comprehensive  databases  for  both  regions. 

In  1995,  a  reconnaissance  survey  was  conducted  at  Brooks  AFB  (Geo-Marine, 
Inc.,  1 995).  Results  of  this  survey  indicate  that  an  estimated  485  acres  have 
been  highly  disturbed  by  installation  construction.  The  remaining  825  acres  have 
been  disturbed  by  surface  grading,  landscaping,  or  other  types  of  activities 
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conducted  since  1917.  Approximately  52  acres  were  thought  to  have  a  high 
potential  of  containing  intact  archaeological  resources.  These  52  acres  were 
more  intensively  surveyed  and  found  to  contain  no  evidence  of  any  kind  of 
occupation  dating  prior  to  1 91 7.  The  results  of  the  1 995  archaeological 
investigation  determined  that  no  significant  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 
resources  exist  on  Brooks  AFB,  and  that  the  probability  of  finding  surface 
archaeological  artifacts  or  sites  was  low  due  to  the  extensive  disturbance  of  the 
area.  These  findings  were  presented  to  the  Texas  SHPO  within  the  context  of 
the  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  Historic  Preservation  Plan  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995), 
and  the  SHPO  has  concurred  (Appendix  I). 

3.5. 6.2  Historic  Buiidings  and  Structures 

Premilitary  History.  The  premilitary  history  of  the  Brooks  AFB  area  began  in 
1519,  when  all  of  the  land  between  Florida  and  the  Rio  Grande  was  claimed  for 
the  Spanish  Crown.  Exploration  by  the  Spanish  and  the  French  continued 
through  the  1600s  and  by  the  mid-1700s,  a  system  of  Catholic  missions  had  been 
established  along  the  San  Antonio  River.  Large  farmlands  surrounded  the 
missions  and  a  15-mile-long  acequia  system  was  dug  to  supply  water  for  the 
crops. 

In  1803,  the  United  States  purchased  the  Louisiana  territory  from  France, 
generating  an  increased  interest  in  the  area  now  known  as  Texas.  As  the  area 
rapidly  colonized,  discontent  with  Spanish  rule  increased  and  a  war  ensued  that 
resulted  in  the  independence  of  Mexico.  By  1830,  the  Anglo-American  population 
had  increased  so  much  that  the  Mexican  government  issued  a  decree  prohibiting 
further  colonization.  The  decree  angered  the  colonists,  who  then  attempted  to 
form  a  separate  state,  marking  the  beginning  of  the  Texas  Revolution.  In  1835, 
Presidente  Antonio  Lopez  de  Santa  Ana  led  the  Mexican  army  across  the  Rio 
Grande  to  end  the  rebellion.  The  march  by  Santa  Ana  culminated  in  the  Battle  of 
San  Jacinto  in  spring  1836.  Texas  was  declared  independent  of  Mexico  on 
March  2,  1 836,  and,  after  the  defeat  of  Santa  Ana  at  the  Battle  of  San  Jacinto, 
the  Republic  of  Texas  was  formed.  Texas  was  annexed  by  the  United  States 
in  1845. 

Little  is  known  about  early  land  uses  within  the  boundary  of  Brooks  AFB; 
however,  a  review  of  1903  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  topographic  maps 
indicates  that  three  structures  were  present:  the  William  Gembler  farmstead  (ca. 

1 890),  the  William  Small  Place  (ca.  1 851  -1 867),  and  an  unidentified  property  that 
was  sold  to  the  U.S.  Government  in  1920  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995).  None  of 
these  structures  remain. 

Adjacent  to  the  installation,  along  the  west  boundary,  are  the  remains  of  the 
historic  acequia  system.  Dating  to  the  1 700s,  the  best  preserved  of  the  acequias 
is  the  one  near  Mission  Espada  (approximately  0.5  mile  southwest  of  Brooks 
AFB)  that  carried  water  over  Piedras  Creek  (National  Park  Service,  1997).  The 
San  Juan  Acequia  is  adjacent  to  the  west  base  boundary  and  is  also  historically 
significant.  Plans  are  underway  to  return  water  to  this  acequia  in  the  near  future. 
Acequia  and  mission  structures  are  encompassed  within  the  San  Antonio 
Missions  National  Historical  Park,  which  was  established  by  the  U.S.  Congress  in 
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1 978  (Figure  3.5-5).  Four  frontier  missions,  which  were  part  of  a  coionization 
system  that  stretched  across  the  Spanish  southwest  in  the  seventeenth, 
eighteenth,  and  nineteenth  centuries,  are  preserved  within  the  Park.  These 
inciude  Missions  San  Jose,  San  Juan,  Espada,  and  Conception.  In  addition  to 
the  four  missions  and  remains  of  the  acequia  system,  the  819-acre  San  Antonio 
Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  encompasses  other  types  of  cuiturai  and  naturai 
resources  sites  and  is  visited  by  more  than  1 .2  miiiion  visitors  annuaiiy. 

Military  History.  The  site  that  is  currentiy  Brooks  AFB  was  formeriy  Keiiy  Fieid 
No.  5.  Groundbreaking  ceremonies  were  heid  in  1 91 7;  in  February  1 91 8,  the 
instaiiation  was  renamed  Brooks  Fieid  after  Lt  Sydney  J.  Brooks,  who  was  kiiied 
in  a  piane  crash  in  1917  (currentiy  buried  west  of  Hangar  9  in  a  memoriai  park). 
The  instaiiation  was  estabiished  as  a  fiight  instructor  training  faciiity  for  the  air 
service  of  the  U.S.  Army’s  Signai  Corps  and  remained  primariiy  a  fiight  training 
center  through  Worid  War  II.  Besides  piiot  training,  other  missions,  such  as 
aeriai  observation  and  the  Baiioon  and  Airship  Schooi,  were  conducted  at  Brooks 
Fieid  at  various  times.  During  the  Worid  War  II  era,  the  size  of  the  base  and 
number  of  faciiities  grew.  In  1 947,  the  air  service  of  the  U.S.  Army  became  the 
U.S.  Air  Force,  and  the  name  of  Brooks  Fieid  was  changed  to  Brooks  AFB. 

During  the  iate  1950s,  Brooks  AFB  transitioned  from  a  fiight  training  center  to  a 
center  for  modern  medicai  research,  deveiopment,  and  education  in  support  of 
the  space  program.  This  mission  has  continued  to  be  a  primary  focus  of  the 
instaiiation. 

Identification  of  Historic  Buildings  and  Structures.  Faciiities  at  Brooks  AFB 
inciude  Worid  War  I-,  Worid  War  II-,  and  Coid  War-era  structures.  A  survey  of 
Worid  War  I  and  Worid  War  II  facilities  constructed  between  1917  and  1947  has 
been  conducted  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995)  and  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey 
(HABS)  Level  IV  documentation  has  been  completed  for  37  buildings  that  date 
prior  to  1947  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995).  Facility  671  (Hangar  No.  9)  was  listed  in 
the  National  Register  in  1970  and  was  designated  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
in  1974  (see  Figure  3.5-5).  Built  in  1918,  it  is  the  second  oldest  aircraft  hangar 
still  standing  on  a  military  base  in  the  United  States;  it  is  the  only  known  example 
of  a  World  War  l-era  wooden  hangar.  Two  additional  buildings.  Facilities  538  (Air 
Base  Group  Headquarters)  and  1176  (Armory)  (see  Figure  3.5-5),  have  been 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  by  the  Texas  SHPO.  A 
Cold  War-era  historic  building  survey  has  also  been  completed  (Earth  Tech,  Inc., 
and  Planning  Consultants  Research,  1998).  None  of  the  178  Cold  War-era 
facilities  evaluated  was  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register,  and  the  SHPO  has  concurred  (see  Appendix  I).  A  study  under  the  Man 
in  Space  historic  context  is  currently  in  progress  for  the  SAM-100  series  buildings 
area  and  the  Veterinarian  Science  Support  Colony  (see  Figure  3.5-5).  These 
properties  may  be  historically  significant  for  their  associations  with  medical 
research  supporting  the  American  Space  Program. 

3.5.6.3  Traditional  Resources. 

Traditional  resources  can  include  archaeological  sites,  burial  sites,  ceremonial 
areas,  caves,  mountains,  water  sources,  plant  habitat  or  gathering  areas,  or  any 
other  natural  area  important  to  a  culture  for  religious  or  heritage  reasons. 
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Significant  traditionai  sites  are  subject  to  the  same  reguiations  and  are  afforded 
the  same  protection  as  other  types  of  historic  properties.  To  date,  no  traditionai 
resources  have  been  identified  at  Brooks  AFB. 

Prehistoricaiiy,  the  Native  American  groups  affiiiated  with  the  Brooks  AFB  area 
inciuded  the  Coahuiitecan  sociai  groups,  such  as  the  Payaya,  who  utiiized  the 
resources  on  and  around  Brooks  AFB.  Flowever,  the  Coahuiitecan  sociai  group 
ceased  to  exist  as  an  identifiabie  ethnic  group  in  the  1 800s.  Presentiy,  there  are 
no  federaiiy  recognized  Native  American  tribes  residing  in  the  San  Antonio  Area. 
Detaiied  information  about  these  groups  can  be  found  in  various  ethnographic 
data  that  have  been  compiied  since  the  eariy  1900s  (Biack,  1986;  Campbeii, 

1988;  Fox,  1979;  Flester,  1989;  McGraw  and  Flindes,  1987;  Ruecking,  1955a, 
1955b;  Shuetz,  1968,  1969).  There  are  no  federaiiy  recognized  tribes  in  San 
Antonio. 

To  ensure  that  any  Native  American  concerns  reiating  to  the  transfer  of  Brooks 
AFB  are  adequateiy  considered,  consuitation  with  the  federaiiy  recognized  tribes 
that  have  aboriginai  ties  to  the  San  Antonio  area  has  been  initiated. 

3.6  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE 

Background 

EO  1 2898,  Environmentai  Justice,  was  issued  by  the  President  on  February  1 1 , 
1994.  Objectives  of  the  EO,  as  it  pertains  to  this  EIS,  inciude  deveiopment  of 
federai  agency  impiementation  strategies,  identification  of  iow-income  and 
minority  popuiations  where  proposed  federai  actions  have  disproportionateiy  high 
and  adverse  human  heaith  and  environmentai  effects,  and  participation  of  iow- 
income  and  minority  popuiations.  Accompanying  EO  12898  was  a  Presidentiai 
Transmittai  Memorandum  that  referenced  existing  federai  statutes  and 
reguiations  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  EO  12898.  The  memorandum 
addressed  the  use  of  the  poiicies  and  procedures  of  the  NEPA.  Specificaiiy,  the 
memorandum  indicates  that,  "Each  Federai  agency  shaii  anaiyze  the 
environmentai  effects,  inciuding  human  heaith,  economic  and  sociai  effects,  of 
Federai  actions,  inciuding  effects  on  minority  communities  and  iow-income 
communities,  when  such  anaiysis  is  required  by  the  Nationai  Environmentai 
Poiicy  Act  of  1969  [NEPA],  42  U.S.C.  section  4321  et.  seq."  Aithough  an 
environmentai  justice  anaiysis  is  not  mandated  by  NEPA,  DOD  has  directed  that 
NEPA  wiii  be  used  as  the  primary  mechanism  to  impiement  the  provisions  of 
the  EO. 

Demographic  Analysis 

Aithough  EO  12898  provides  no  guideiines  as  to  how  to  determine  concentrations 
of  iow-income  or  minority  popuiations,  the  demographic  anaiysis  provides 
information  on  the  approximate  iocations  of  iow-income  and  minority  popuiations 
in  the  area  potentiaiiy  affected  by  the  BCBP.  Environmentai  impacts  from  the 
Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  wouid  occur  within  Bexar  County. 
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The  1990  Census  of  Population  and  Housing  reports  numbers  of  both  low-income 
property  and  minority  residents.  Low-income  status  is  reported  as  the  number  of 
families  with  income  below  poverty  level  ($1 2,764  for  a  family  of  four  in  1 989,  as 
reported  in  the  1990  Census  of  Population  and  Housing).  Minority  populations 
included  in  the  census  are  identified  as  Black;  American  Indian,  Eskimo,  or  Aleut; 
Asian  or  Pacific  Islander;  Hispanic;  or  Other.  Based  upon  the  1990  Census  of 
Population  and  Housing,  Bexar  County  had  a  population  of  1 ,1 85,394  persons. 

Of  this  total,  229,768  persons,  or  19.4  percent  (including  16.2  percent  of  all 
families),  were  low-income,  and  689,245  persons,  or  58.1  percent,  were 
members  of  minority  groups. 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


4.1  INTRODUCTION 


This  chapter  discusses  the  potentiai  environmentai  consequences  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  To  provide  the  context  in  which 
potentiai  environmentai  impacts  may  occur,  discussions  of  potentiai  changes  to 
the  iocai  communities,  inciuding  popuiation  and  empioyment,  iand  use  and 
aesthetics,  transportation  networks,  and  pubiic  utiiity  systems,  are  inciuded  in  this 
chapter,  in  addition,  issues  reiated  to  current  and  future  management  of 
hazardous  materiais  and  waste  and  soiid  waste  are  discussed,  impacts  to  the 
physicai  and  naturai  environment  are  evaiuated  for  geoiogy  and  soiis,  water 
resources,  air  quaiity,  noise,  bioiogicai  resources,  and  cuiturai  resources.  An 
environmentai  justice  anaiysis  was  conducted  to  examine  potentiai 
disproportionateiy  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  iow-income  and  minority 
popuiations.  These  impacts  may  occur  as  a  direct  resuit  of  the  proposed 
activities  or  as  an  indirect  resuit  of  changes  within  the  iocai  communities. 

Each  section  within  this  chapter  discusses  a  separate  resource  area  and 
describes  the  potentiai  impacts  resuiting  from  impiementation  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  aiternatives.  For  most  resource  areas,  discussion  of  potentiai  impacts 
from  impiementation  of  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  (Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C)  have 
been  combined  into  one  section  because  of  the  simiiarity  of  anaiysis  resuits  to 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  discussion  of  the  No-Action  Aiternative  is  contained 
within  a  separate  subsection  for  aii  resources.  Possibie  mitigation  measures  to 
minimize  or  eiiminate  adverse  environmentai  impacts  are  aiso  presented,  when 
appiicabie. 

Cumuiative  impacts  resuit  from  “the  incrementai  impacts  of  the  action  when 
added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonabiy  foreseeabie  future  actions 
regardiess  of  what  agency  undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumuiative  impacts 
can  resuit  from  individuaiiy  minor  but  coiiectiveiy  significant  actions  taking  piace 
over  a  period  of  time"  (Councii  on  Environmentai  Quaiity,  1978).  Section  2.4 
summarizes  other  future  projects  pianned  within  the  region  around  Brooks  AFB 
over  the  next  20  years.  These  other  projects  are  generaiiy  being  pianned  and 
impiemented  within  the  context  of  CoSA’s  deveiopment  pians  for  the  area.  As 
such,  they  are  incorporated  within  the  regionai  pians  and  projections  for  growth 
that  were  considered  in  deveioping  the  Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant  Aiternative 
and  conducting  the  EiS  anaiysis  (e.g.,  regionai  growth  projections),  in  this 
sense,  the  cumuiative  impacts  that  are  not  accounted  for  in  iocai  and  regionai 
pianning  are  those  represented  by  future  deveiopment  of  Brooks  AFB  property, 
and  those  impacts  are  addressed  as  part  of  the  EiS  anaiysis  for  each  resource 
for  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  Cumuiative  impacts  are  addressed 
within  each  resource  section  in  Chapter  4.0. 

Means  of  mitigating  substantiai  adverse  environmentai  impacts  that  may  resuit 
from  impiementation  of  the  aiternatives  by  property  users  are  discussed,  as 
required  by  NEPA.  Potentiai  mitigation  measures  are  described  for  those 
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components  likely  to  experience  substantial  and  adverse  changes  under  any  or 
all  of  these  alternatives.  Potential  mitigation  measures  depend  upon  the 
particular  resource  affected.  In  general,  however,  mitigation  measures  are 
defined  in  CEQ  regulations  as  actions  that  include: 

•  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  an  action  or  certain 
aspect  of  the  action 

•  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action 
and  its  implementation 

•  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the 
affected  environment 

•  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and 
maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the  action 

•  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute 
resources  or  environments. 

Mitigation  measures  that  are  clearly  required  by  law  or  standard  industry 
practices  are  generally  considered  to  be  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  Additional  potential  mitigation  measures  beyond  those  clearly 
required  by  law  or  standard  practices  are  described  for  each  resource  area 
where  appropriate.  Such  measures  include  those  the  Air  Force  could  implement, 
those  the  property  user  could  implement,  those  discretionary  mitigations  or 
choices  available  to  other  governmental  bodies  (e.g.,  zoning,  permit  conditions), 
or  lease  restrictions  available  to  a  possible  property  user. 

Because  most  potential  environmental  impacts  would  result  directly  from  the  use 
by  others,  full  responsibility  for  suggested  mitigations  would  generally  be  borne 
by  future  property  users.  However,  the  Air  Force  may  place  specific  restrictions 
in  outgrants  or  deeds  that  would  limit  the  use  of  the  property,  alert  property  users 
to  special  concerns  or  legal  requirements,  or  provide  for  notice  and  reporting 
demands  before  taking  actions  affecting  the  property. 

4.2  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

4.2.1  Community  Setting 

4.2. 1. 1  Proposed  Action. 

An  economic-demographic-forecasting  and  simulation  model,  developed  by 
Regional  Economic  Modeling,  Inc.  (REMI),  was  used  for  the  local  community 
analysis  in  this  document.  The  model  is  calibrated  to  many  sub-national  areas 
for  forecasting  and  policy  analysis.  Simulations  within  the  model  are  used  to 
estimate  the  economic  and  demographic  effects  of  the  different  land  use 
development  scenarios.  The  REMI  model  used  was  customized  to  the  San 
Antonio  MSA.  It  includes  state-  and  county-specific  data  for  industry-specific 
wage  rates,  production  costs,  employment,  profitability,  and  sales  prices,  as  well 
as  consumer  prices,  housing  prices,  employment  opportunity,  population,  state 
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and  local  government  spending,  Investment,  Income,  personal  consumption,  and 
many  other  variables. 

A  two-step  process  was  used  In  the  REMI  modeling  effort.  First,  a  regional 
baseline  or  control  forecast  for  the  San  Antonio  MSA  that  uses  a  national 
forecast  as  one  of  the  Inputs  was  generated  by  the  model.  This  represents  the 
No-Actlon  Alternative.  This  employment  and  population  forecast  Is  based  on 
historical  growth  and  trend  data  and  reflects  Industry  relationships  with  the 
national  economy,  as  well  as  Inter-Industry  relationships  within  the  MSA  before 
2000.  Second,  the  estimated  direct  employment  Increase  projections  associated 
with  the  BCBP  (Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C)  were  Input  Into  the  REMI  model  to 
generate  forecasts  for  the  local  economy  with  the  anticipated  employment 
change  In  2005,  2010,  and  2020.  The  difference  between  the  baseline  or  control 
forecast  and  the  Individual  Scenario  A,  B,  and  C  forecasts  then  give  the  direct. 
Indirect,  and  Induced  employment.  Income,  and  population  effects  due  to  the 
direct  employment  changes  projected  for  each  scenario. 

The  direct  employment  change  estimates  projected  for  each  scenario  were 
generated  based  on  the  mix  of  land  uses  associated  with  that  scenario.  They 
represent  estimates  of  the  employment  that  could  be  generated  If  the  mix  of  land 
uses  and  associated  amounts  of  development  actually  materializes.  There  Is 
clearly  some  degree  of  uncertainty  In  these  estimates  and,  consequently,  they 
should  be  regarded  as  upper  limits  to  the  amount  of  employment.  Income,  and 
population  growth  that  may  be  generated. 

The  REMI  model’s  structure,  the  methodological  approach  used,  and  detailed 
model  outputs  are  provided  In  Appendix  H. 

4.2. 1. 1. 1  Scenario  A 

Employment 

The  mix  of  publlc/open  space,  mixed  use,  traditional  neighborhood  development, 
multi-family  residential,  light  Industrial,  research  and  development,  and  retail 
commercial  land  uses  In  Scenario  A  Is  projected  to  generate  a  total  of 

I , 1 40  additional  direct  jobs  by  2005,  3,882  additional  direct  jobs  by  201 0,  and 

I I , 083  additional  direct  jobs  by  2020.  Construction  of  the  various  buildings  and 
facilities  Identified  In  Scenario  A,  Is  projected  to  employ  76  construction  workers 
per  year  between  2001  -2005,  1 90  construction  workers  per  year  between  2006- 
201 0,  and  246  construction  workers  per  year  between  201 1  -2020.  The 
cumulative  addition  of  direct  jobs  over  the  2001  to  2020  period,  or  level  of  direct 
employment  by  sector.  Is  provided  In  Table  H-4,  Appendix  H. 

This  level  of  employment  directly  attributable  to  the  land  uses  In  Scenario  A,  Is 
projected  to  generate  an  additional  direct  and  Indirect  employment  of  2,140  by 
2005,  7,146  by  2010,  and  20,280  by  2020.  These  levels  of  employment  would 
represent  0.21 , 0.68,  and  1 .84  percent  Increases  over  the  projected  levels  of 
employment  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  201 0,  and  2020,  respectively.  The 
largest  direct  and  Indirect  growth  Is  projected  to  be  In  the  services  Industry  with 
employment  levels  of  1 ,030  by  2005,  3,522  by  201 0,  and  1 0,1 90  by  2020.  The 
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services  industry  is  foiiowed,  in  descending  order  of  magnitude,  by  empioyment 
growth  in  retaii  trade;  construction;  state  and  iocai  government;  and  finance, 
insurance,  and  reai  estate  by  2005.  By  2020,  the  service  industry  is  foiiowed  by 
retaii  trade;  state  and  iocai  government;  non-durabies  manufacturing;  and 
finance,  insurance,  and  reai  estate  (Tabie  H-13,  Appendix  H). 

Because  project-reiated  growth  wouid  represent  a  smaii  percentage  of  the  totai 
projected  regionai  growth,  no  significant  impacts  to  empioyment  are  expected 
from  impiementation  of  Scenario  A. 

Income 

Personai  income  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  by 
$85.4  miiiion  by  2005,  $344.7  miiiion  by  201 0,  and  $1 .366  biiiion  by  2020  as  a 
resuit  of  impiementing  the  deveiopment  associated  with  Scenario  A.  These 
personai  income  increases  wouid  represent  0.17,  0.55,  and  1.54  percent 
increases  over  the  projected  ieveis  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  2010,  and  2020, 
respectiveiy  (see  Tabies  H-7  and  H-8,  Appendix  H). 

No  significant  impacts  to  income  are  expected  from  impiementation  of 
Scenario  A. 

Population 

Direct  and  indirect  empioyment  are  projected  to  increase  the  San  Antonio  MSA 
popuiation  by  1 ,373  individuais  by  2005,  5,993  by  201 0,  and  24,01 1  by  2020. 
These  figures  wouid  represent  increases  of  0.08,  0.32,  and  1 .17  percent  over  the 
projected  popuiation  of  the  metropoiitan  area  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  2010, 
and  2020,  respectiveiy  (Tabie  H-14,  Appendix  H).  A  number  of  factors  expiain 
the  iow  net  projected  popuiation  increase  of  24,01 1  from  the  projected  20,280 
jobs  generated  by  2020.  These  inciude  the  phenomenon  of  two-income  or  two- 
job  househoids,  an  increase  in  iabor  force  participation  rates  in  response  to  new 
empioyment  opportunities  that  wouid  siow  down  the  need  for  inmigrants  to  fiii  the 
jobs,  and  an  inmigration  time  iag  in  response  to  the  new  jobs  not  fiiied  by  existing 
residents  of  the  MSA. 

Tabie  H-14  aiso  provides  the  breakdown  of  the  projected  popuiation  increase  by 
age  cohort.  For  the  schooi-age  popuiation,  the  direct  and  indirect  BCBP-reiated 
growth  wouid  represent  increases  of  0.08,  0.36,  and  1 .42  percent  over  the 
projected  schooi-age  popuiation  without  the  Scenario  A  iand  use  deveiopment. 

Because  project-reiated  growth  wouid  represent  a  smaii  percentage  of  the  totai 
projected  regionai  growth,  no  significant  impacts  to  popuiation  are  expected  from 
impiementation  of  Scenario  A. 
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4.2.1. 1.2  Scenario  B 


Employment 

The  mix  of  public/open  space,  mixed  use,  muiti-famiiy  residentiai,  iight  industriai, 
and  research  and  deveiopment  iand  uses  in  Scenario  B  is  projected  to  generate 
a  totai  of  938  additionai  direct  jobs  by  2005,  3,253  additionai  direct  jobs  by  201 0, 
and  9,279  additionai  direct  jobs  by  2020.  Construction  of  the  various  buiidings 
and  faciiities  identified  in  Scenario  B  is  projected  to  empioy  56  construction 
workers  per  year  between  2001-2005,  137  construction  workers  per  year 
between  2006-201 0,  and  1 80  construction  workers  per  year  between  201 1  -2020. 
The  cumuiative  addition  of  direct  jobs  over  the  2001  to  2020  period,  or  ievei  of 
direct  empioyment  by  sector,  is  provided  in  Tabie  H-5,  Appendix  H. 

This  ievei  of  empioyment  directiy  attributabie  to  the  iand  uses  in  Scenario  B  is 
projected  to  generate  an  additionai  direct  and  indirect  empioyment  of  2,029  by 
2005,  6,952  by  2010,  and  20,260  by  2020.  These  ieveis  of  empioyment  wouid 
represent  0.21,  0.68,  and  1 .84  percent  increases  over  the  projected  ieveis  of 
empioyment  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  201 0,  and  2020,  respectiveiy.  The 
iargest  direct  and  indirect  growth  are  projected  to  be  in  the  services  industry  with 
empioyment  ieveis  of  781  by  2005,  2,724  by  2010,  and  8,124  by  2020.  The 
services  industry  is  foiiowed,  in  descending  order  of  magnitude,  by  empioyment 
growth  in  retaii  trade;  durabie  manufacturing;  retaii  trade;  construction;  and 
finance,  insurance  and  reai  estate  by  2005.  By  2020,  the  service  industry  is 
foiiowed  by  retaii  trade;  durabie  manufacturing;  retaii  trade;  state  and  iocai 
government;  and  finance,  insurance,  and  reai  estate  (Tabie  H-15,  Appendix  H). 

Because  project-reiated  growth  wouid  represent  a  smaii  percentage  of  the  totai 
projected  regionai  growth,  no  significant  impacts  to  empioyment  are  expected 
from  impiementation  of  Scenario  B. 

Income 

Personai  income  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  by 
$87.5  miiiion  by  2005,  $358.5  miiiion  by  201 0,  and  $1 .448  biiiion  by  2020  as  a 
resuit  of  impiementing  the  deveiopment  associated  with  Scenario  B.  These 
personai  income  increases  wouid  represent  0.17,  0.55,  and  1.52  percent 
increases  over  the  projected  ieveis  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  2010,  and  2020, 
respectiveiy,  and  are  actuaiiy  higher  than  the  Scenario  A  personai  income  figures 
by  2,  4,  and  6  percent,  respectiveiy.  This  is  probabiy  due  to  the  iarger  mix  of 
higher  earnings  direct  iight  industriai  empioyment  and  much  iower  direct  retaii 
empioyment  under  Scenario  B  than  Scenario  A  (see  Tabies  H-9  and  H-10, 
Appendix  H). 

No  significant  impacts  to  income  are  expected  from  impiementation  of 
Scenario  B. 
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Population 


The  direct  and  indirect  empioyment  are  projected  to  increase  the  San  Antonio 
MSA  popuiation  by  1 ,323  individuais  by  2005,  5,755  by  201 0,  and  23,003  by 
2020.  These  figures  wouid  represent  increases  of  0.08,  0.31 ,  and  1 .12  percent 
over  the  projected  popuiation  of  the  metropoiitan  area  without  the  BCBP  by  2005, 
2010,  and  2020,  respectiveiy  (Tabie  H-1 6,  Appendix  H).  A  number  of  factors 
expiain  the  iow  net  projected  popuiation  increase  of  23,003  from  the  projected 
20,260  jobs  generated  by  2020.  These  inciude  the  phenomenon  of  two-income 
or  two-job  househoids,  an  increase  in  iabor  force  participation  rates  in  response 
to  new  empioyment  opportunities  that  wouid  siow  down  the  need  for  inmigrants 
to  fiii  the  jobs,  and  an  inmigration  time  iag  in  response  to  the  new  jobs  not  fiiied 
by  existing  residents  of  the  MSA. 

Tabie  H-1 6  aiso  provides  the  breakdown  of  the  projected  popuiation  increase  by 
age  cohort.  For  the  schooi-age  popuiation,  the  direct  and  indirect  BCBP-reiated 
growth  wouid  represent  increases  of  0.08,  0.35,  and  1 .36  percent  over  the 
projected  schooi-age  popuiation  without  the  Scenario  B  iand  use  deveiopment. 

Because  project-reiated  growth  wouid  represent  a  smaii  percentage  of  the  totai 
projected  regionai  growth,  no  significant  impacts  to  popuiation  are  expected  from 
impiementation  of  Scenario  B. 

4.2.1. 1.3  Scenario  C 

Employment 

The  mix  of  pubiic/open  space,  mixed  use,  traditionai  neighborhood  deveiopment, 
muiti-famiiy  residentiai,  iight  industriai,  and  research  and  deveiopment  iand  uses 
in  Scenario  C  is  projected  to  generate  a  totai  of  1 ,457  new  direct  jobs  by  2005, 
5,050  new  direct  jobs  by  201 0,  and  1 4,373  new  direct  jobs  by  2020. 

Construction  of  the  various  buiidings  and  faciiities  identified  in  Scenario  C  is 
projected  to  empioy  84  construction  workers  per  year  between  2001-2005,  21 1 
construction  workers  per  year  between  2006-2010,  and  274  construction  workers 
per  year  between  201 1  -2020.  The  cumuiative  addition  of  direct  jobs  over  the 
2001-2020  period,  or  ievei  of  direct  empioyment  by  Standard  Industriai 
Ciassification  Code,  is  given  in  Tabie  H-6,  Appendix  H. 

This  ievei  of  empioyment  directiy  attributabie  to  the  iand  uses  in  Scenario  C  is 
projected  to  generate  an  additionai  direct  and  indirect  empioyment  of  2,839  by 
2005,  9,649  by  201 0,  and  27,540  by  2020.  These  ieveis  of  empioyment  wouid 
represent  0.28,  0.92,  and  2.49  percent  increases  over  the  projected  ieveis  of 
empioyment  without  the  BCBP  project  by  2005,  2010,  and  2020,  respectiveiy. 

The  iargest  direct  and  indirect  growth  are  projected  to  be  in  the  services  industry 
with  empioyment  ieveis  of  1 ,370  by  2005,  4,636  by  201 0,  and  1 3,400  by  2020. 
The  services  industry  is  foiiowed,  in  descending  order  of  magnitude,  by 
empioyment  growth  in  retaii  trade;  non-durabies  manufacturing;  construction;  and 
finance,  insurance,  and  reai  estate  by  2005.  By  2020,  the  service  industry  is 
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followed  by  retail  trade;  non-durables  manufacturing;  state  and  local  government; 
and  finance,  Insurance,  and  real  estate  (Table  H-17,  Appendix  H). 

Because  project-related  growth  would  represent  a  small  percentage  of  the  total 
projected  regional  growth,  no  significant  Impacts  to  employment  are  expected 
from  Implementation  of  Scenario  C. 

Income 

Personal  Income  In  the  San  Antonio  MSA  Is  projected  to  Increase  by 
$1 1 6.6  million  by  2005,  $477.4  million  by  201 0,  and  $1 .90  billion  by  2020  as  a 
result  of  Implementing  the  development  associated  with  Scenario  C.  These 
personal  Income  Increases  would  represent  0.23,  0.77,  and  2.14  percent 
Increases  over  the  projected  levels  without  the  BCBP  by  2005,  2010,  and  2020, 
respectively,  and  are  36  percent,  38  percent,  and  39  percent  higher  than  the 
Scenario  A  personal  Income  figures,  respectively  (see  Tables  H-1 1  and  H-12, 
Appendix  H). 

No  significant  Impacts  to  Income  are  expected  from  Implementation  of 
Scenario  C. 

Population 

The  direct  and  Indirect  employment  Is  projected  to  Increase  the  San  Antonio 
MSA  population  by  1 ,81 7  Individuals  by  2005,  8,053  by  201 0,  and  32,450  by 
2020.  These  figures  would  represent  Increases  of  0.10,  0.43,  and  1.58  percent 
over  the  projected  population  of  the  metropolitan  area  without  the  BCBP  by  2005, 
201 0,  and  2020,  respectively  (Table  H-1 8,  Appendix  H).  A  number  of  factors 
explain  the  low  net  projected  population  Increase  of  32,450  from  the  projected 
27,540  jobs  generated  by  2020.  These  Include  the  phenomenon  of  two-income 
or  two-job  households,  an  Increase  In  labor  force  participation  rates  In  response 
to  new  employment  opportunities  that  would  slow  down  the  need  for  InmIgrants 
to  fill  the  jobs,  and  an  Inmigratlon  time  lag  In  response  to  the  new  jobs  not  filled 
by  existing  residents  of  the  MSA. 

Table  H-1 8  also  gives  the  breakdown  of  the  projected  population  Increase  by  age 
cohort.  For  the  school-age  population,  the  direct  and  Indirect  BCBP-related 
growth  would  represent  Increases  of  0.31 , 0.48,  and  1 .92  percent  over  the 
projected  school-age  population  without  the  Scenario  C  land  use  development. 

Because  project-related  growth  would  represent  a  small  percentage  of  the  total 
projected  regional  growth,  no  significant  Impacts  to  population  are  expected  from 
Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  Impacts  have  been  Identified,  no 
mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  As  discussed  above,  the  Proposed  Action  would 
contribute  only  a  very  small  percentage  (overall  less  than  3  percent)  of  the  total 
projected  regional  growth.  Therefore,  Implementation  of  the  proposed  activities 
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would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  when  considered  in  conjunction  with 
other  proposed  projects  in  the  region. 

4.2. 1.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  to  employment,  income,  and  population 
in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action 
for  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C,  respectively. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no 
mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  As  under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Outgrant  Alternative 
would  contribute  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  total  regional  projected 
growth.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  proposed  activities  would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  when  considered  in  conjunction  with  other 
proposed  projects  in  the  region. 

4.2. 1.3  No-Action  Alternative 
Empioyment 

Employment  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  from  1 ,003,290  in 
2005,  to  1 ,049,531  in  201 0,  and  to  1 ,1 04,51 8  in  2020,  a  growth  of  1 0.1  percent 
between  2005  and  2020.  The  sectors  projected  to  have  the  most  significant 
growth  increase  between  2005  and  2020  are  services  (19.3  percent);  state  and 
local  government  (14  percent);  and  finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate 
(4.4  percent).  The  manufacturing  sector  is  projected  to  decline  by  2.6  percent 
(Table  H-19,  Appendix  H). 

Employment  levels  at  Brooks  AFB  are  projected  to  stay  constant  at  the  present 
level  of  3,844  civilian  and  military  personnel  over  the  2001  to  2020  period  without 
implementation  of  the  BCBP. 

No  significant  impacts  to  employment  are  expected  from  the  No-Action 
Alternative. 

Income 

Personal  income  in  the  San  Antonio  MSA  is  projected  to  increase  to 
$50.04  billion  by  2005,  to  $61 .7  billion  by  201 0,  and  to  $88.5  billion  by  2020, 
representing  an  increase  of  76  percent  between  2005  and  2020. 

No  significant  impacts  to  income  are  expected  from  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Population 

The  San  Antonio  MSA,  with  an  estimated  population  of  1 .54  million  in  1998,  is 
projected  to  grow  to  1 .73  million  by  2005,  to  1 .85  million  by  201 0,  and  to 
2.06  million  by  2020,  representing  an  addition  of  120,000  individuals  between 
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2005  and  2010,  and  210,000  between  2010  and  2020.  Between  2005  and  2020, 
the  population  is  projected  to  increase  by  18.8  percent. 

The  school-age  population  is  projected  to  reach  416,737  by  2005,  445,097  by 
2010,  and  505,441  by  2020,  representing  a  21 .3  percent  increase  between  2005 
and  2020. 

No  significant  impacts  to  population  are  expected  from  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no 
mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  population,  employment,  or  income  impacts  have 
been  identified  for  the  No-Action  Alternative.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  expected. 

4.2.2  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

The  following  discussion  focuses  on  potential  impacts  to  land  use  and  aesthetics 
from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  the  No- 
Action  Alternative. 

4.2.2.1  Proposed  Action. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  land  uses  proposed  for  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C  would 
be  compatible  with  surrounding  existing  and  planned  future  land  uses. 

4.2.2. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Under  Scenario  A,  development  would  be  expanded  to  fill  in  vacant  areas  of  the 
base.  In  addition,  light  industrial  land  uses  would  be  allowed  on  the  east  portion 
of  the  base.  Emphasis  would  be  placed  on  the  expansion  of  research  and 
development  land  uses.  The  future  land  uses  proposed  under  Scenario  A  would 
achieve  CoSA’s  goals  and  objectives  for  the  area  by  encouraging  economic 
development.  Appropriate  planning  would  create  cohesive  and  aesthetically 
pleasing  development,  and  appropriate  design,  siting  of  facilities,  and 
landscaping  would  be  used  to  preclude  incompatibilities.  Development  is 
expected  to  occur  in  accordance  with  CoSA  Comprehensive  Master  Plan,  the 
South  Central  San  Antonio  Community  Plan,  and  the  Comprehensive  Economic 
Development  Plan  for  South  Central  San  Antonio.  As  part  of  the  request  for 
proposal  for  developers  interested  in  the  BCBP,  a  Land  Use  and  Urban  Design 
Plan  would  be  required.  This  plan  must  provide  elements  that  encourage 
"connectivity  and  leverage"  with  the  area's  strengths,  features,  and  opportunities, 
including  the  San  Antonio  River  and  historic  missions.  Land  use  and  community 
plans  recognize  the  historic  qualities  of  off-base  adjacent  properties,  and 
development  at  Brooks  AFB  would  be  required  to  be  compatible  with  off-base 
historic  properties.  Because  land  uses  associated  with  Scenario  A  would  be 
compatible  with  surrounding  land  uses  and  community  land  use  plans,  no  land 
use  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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In  addition,  new  deveiopment  is  expected  to  maintain  the  architecturai  theme 
present  on  the  base.  Appropriate  design  and  iandscaping  is  expected  to  be  used 
to  maintain  the  medium-quaiity  viewsheds.  The  pianning  and  design  of  new 
faciiities  on  the  base  wouid  incorporate  requirements  from  CoSA  Unified 
Deveiopment  Code. 

Under  the  BCBP,  potentiai  new  deveiopment  aiong  the  west  base  boundary, 
within  the  viewshed  of  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park,  wouid 
be  minimai.  The  northwest  portion  of  the  base  is  currentiy  deveioped,  with  the 
exception  of  two  smaii  parceis  of  undeveioped  open  space  that  couid  be  used  for 
Mixed  Use  or  Research  and  Deveiopment  under  Scenario  A.  Any  new 
construction  in  this  area  is  not  expected  to  be  visibie  from  Nationai  Park  Service 
property.  The  centrai  portion  of  the  west  boundary  is  open  space  associated  with 
the  goif  course  and  the  Berg’s  Miii  Creek  100-year  fioodpiain  that  exits  aiong  the 
base  on  the  west  boundary.  This  area  is  generaiiy  identified  as  Pubiic/Open 
Space  with  no  iarge-scaie  construction  expected.  The  south  portion  of  the  west 
base  boundary,  which  is  siated  for  Research  and  Deveiopment  uses,  is  at  a 
siightiy  iower  eievation  and  is  further  east  than  the  rest  of  the  base  boundary; 
therefore,  new  deveiopment  in  this  area  is  not  expected  to  negativeiy  impact  the 
Park’s  viewshed.  This  area  is  currentiy  screened  from  the  view  of  Nationai  Park 
Service  properties  by  mature  vegetation  on  Nationai  Park  Service  property  as 
weii  as  privateiy  owned  parceis.  Whiie  muiti-story  buiidings,  if  constructed  in  this 
area,  might  be  visibie  from  Nationai  Park  Service  property,  this  type  of 
construction  is  uniikeiy  given  the  identified  iand  use,  the  amount  of  property 
avaiiabie,  and  the  type  and  iayout  of  current  deveiopment  on  the  base.  In 
addition,  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Park  wouid  be  protected  under  the 
zoning  ordinance  proposed  by  CoSA  to  estabiish  Viewshed  Protection  Districts. 

Any  deveiopment  proposed  on  Brooks  AFB  as  part  of  the  BCBP  wouid  be  in 
compiiance  with  this  zone  ordinance  and  wouid  not  create  an  aesthetic  impact  on 
the  Park.  Because  the  pianning  and  design  of  new  faciiities  required  under 
Scenario  A  wouid  maintain  the  existing  viewsheds  and  incorporate  the 
requirements  of  CoSA  Unified  Deveiopment  Code,  no  impacts  to  aesthetics  are 
anticipated. 

4.2.2.1.2  Scenario  B. 

As  described  under  Scenario  A,  deveiopment  wouid  occur  within  vacant  areas  of 
the  base.  Under  Scenario  B,  iight  industriai  iand  uses  wouid  be  expanded  to  the 
west.  Less  emphasis  wouid  be  piaced  on  expansion  of  the  research  and 
deveiopment  iand  uses,  and  more  of  the  base  wouid  be  used  for  pubiic/open 
space  iand  uses.  Because  iand  uses  associated  with  Scenario  B  wouid  be 
compatibie  with  surrounding  iand  uses  and  community  iand  use  pians,  no  iand 
use  impacts  are  anticipated. 

As  discussed  under  Scenario  A,  the  existing  viewshed  of  the  historic  San  Antonio 
Missions  Nationai  Park  wouid  not  be  impacted  by  the  deveiopment  associated 
with  the  BCBP  under  Scenario  B.  Because  the  pianning  and  design  of  new 
faciiities  under  Scenario  B  wouid  maintain  the  medium-quaiity  viewsheds  and 
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incorporate  the  requirements  of  CoSA  Unified  Deveiopment  Code,  no  impacts  to 
aesthetics  are  anticipated. 

4.2.2.1.3  Scenario  C. 

As  described  under  Scenario  A,  deveiopment  wouid  occur  in  vacant  areas  of  the 
base.  The  area  of  the  base  where  iight  industriai  and  research  and  deveiopment 
activities  are  featured  wouid  be  the  same  as  that  described  for  Scenario  B.  More 
emphasis  wouid  be  piaced  on  expansion  of  the  Mixed  Use  iand  use;  iess  wouid 
be  piaced  on  pubiic/open  space  iand  uses.  As  a  resuit,  the  intensity  of 
deveiopment  wouid  be  greater  under  Scenario  C  than  under  Scenarios  A  and  B. 
Because  iand  uses  associated  with  Scenario  C  wouid  be  compatibie  with 
surrounding  iand  uses  and  community  iand  use  pians,  no  iand  use  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

As  discussed  under  Scenario  A,  the  existing  viewshed  of  the  historic  San  Antonio 
Missions  Nationai  Park  wouid  not  be  impacted  by  the  deveiopment  associated 
with  the  BCBP  under  Scenario  C.  Because  the  pianning  and  design  of  new 
faciiities  under  Scenario  C  wouid  maintain  the  existing  viewsheds  and 
incorporate  the  requirements  of  CoSA  Unified  Deveiopment  Code;  therefore,  no 
impacts  to  aesthetics  are  anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  iand  use  or  aesthetics 
impacts  have  been  identified,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  iand  use  or  aesthetics  impacts  have  been  identified  for 
the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  impiementation  of  the  proposed  activities  wouid 
not  contribute  to  cumuiative  impacts  when  considered  in  conjunction  with  other 
projects  in  the  region. 

4.2.2.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  iand  use  and  aesthetics  impacts  wouid  be  simiiar 
to  those  described  under  the  Proposed  Action  for  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  iand  use  or  aesthetics  impacts  have  been  identified  for 
the  Outgrant  Aiternative.  Therefore,  impiementation  of  the  proposed  activities 
wouid  not  contribute  to  cumuiative  impacts  when  considered  in  conjunction  with 
other  proposed  projects  in  the  region. 

4.2.2.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  no  physicai  changes  to  on-base  iand  use  from 
baseiine  conditions  wouid  occur.  Therefore,  no  impacts  are  anticipated. 

However,  much  of  the  base,  wouid  remain  vacant  and  wouid  not  contribute  to  the 
economic  deveiopment  of  the  region. 
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Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  under  the  No- 
Action  Aiternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  iand  use  or  aesthetics  impacts  have  been  identified  for 
the  No-Action  Aiternative.  Therefore,  cumuiative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.2.3  Transportation 

This  section  discusses  potentiai  impacts  to  the  transportation  systems  within  the 
ROI  from  impiementing  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  The  trip 
distribution  anaiysis  was  based  on  the  existing  and  proposed  access  points 
described  in  Chapter  2.0  and  the  reiative  iocations  of  the  proposed  iand  uses. 
This  anaiysis  assumes  that  the  West  Gate  wouid  be  reopened  and  utiiized  as  an 
access  point  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  Future  PHV  was 
determined  by  distributing  anticipated  project-reiated  traffic  to  the  key  roadways 
surrounding  Brooks  AFB,  using  the  same  distribution  patterns  that  occur  under 
baseiine  conditions.  An  average  PFIV  increase  of  0.5  percent  over  baseiine 
conditions  was  assumed. 

Future  LOS  projections  were  based  upon  the  number  of  vehicies  projected  to 
utiiize  key  roadways  during  the  peak  hour.  Average  roadway  capacities  were 
caicuiated  based  on  the  number  of  traffic  ianes,  average  vehicie  speeds,  and  an 
even  distribution  of  traffic  in  each  direction. 

4.2.3.1  Proposed  Action. 

The  evaiuation  of  potentiai  impacts  to  roadway  conditions  focuses  on  the  LOS  of 
25  sections  of  roadway  surrounding  Brooks  AFB.  The  projected  LOS  for 
Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C  are  presented  in  Tabies  4.2-1 , 4.2-2,  and  4.2-3, 
respectiveiy,  for  these  road  segments  for  2005,  2010,  and  2020. 

4.2.3. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Under  Scenario  A,  1 8  of  the  25  road  segments  wouid  operate  at  LOS  A,  B,  or  C 
by  2020  (see  Tabie  4.2-1).  Flowever,  LOS  on  the  remaining  road  segments  is 
projected  to  degrade  to  LOS  D  or  iower  by  2020.  These  segments  are  described 
beiow: 

•  1-37  north  of  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  wouid  operate  at  LOS  D  in  2020 
compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseiine  (1998)  conditions 

•  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  between  Goiiad  Road  and  the  Main  Gate  wouid 
operate  at  LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseiine  (1998) 
conditions 

•  Goiiad  Road  between  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  1-410  wouid  operate  at 
LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseiine  (1998)  conditions 
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Table  4.2-1.  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads  -  Scenario  A 


Roadway 

Segment 

Capacity 

1998 

PHV 

LOS 

2005 

PHV 

LOS 

2010 

PHV 

LOS 

2020 

PHV 

LOS 

I-37 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,200 

C 

4,450 

C 

5,050 

D 

I-37 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

7,000 

3,100 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,500 

B 

4,150 

C 

I-37 

South  of  1-410 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,150 

C 

4,300 

C 

4,600 

C 

I-410 

East  of  1-37 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,550 

B 

2,700 

B 

3,000 

B 

1-410 

Between  1-37  and  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,600 

B 

2,900 

B 

3,650 

C 

1-410 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,200 

B 

2,300 

B 

2,550 

B 

3,250 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  1-37  and  Goliad  Road 

8,400 

2,500 

A 

2,650 

B 

3,100 

B 

4,250 

C 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Goliad  Road  and  Main  Gate 

8,400 

2,300 

B 

3,300 

B 

4,050 

B 

5,950 

D 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Main  Gate  and  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

8,400 

1,200 

A 

1,250 

A 

1,350 

A 

1,650 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  New  Braunfels  Avenue  and  HSW  Gate 

8,400 

3,500 

B 

3,550 

B 

3,650 

B 

3,950 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  HSW  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

1,600 

A 

1,950 

A 

2,100 

A 

2,400 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

2,200 

A 

2,300 

A 

2,600 

B 

3,250 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

600 

A 

800 

A 

800 

A 

1,100 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Henderson  Court 

5,600 

600 

A 

750 

A 

1,000 

A 

1,750 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Henderson  Court  and  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (new 
southwest  access  point) 

5,600 

650 

B 

900 

C 

1,400 

D 

2,650 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (new  southwest  access 
point)  and  new  south  access  point 

2,800 

650 

B 

700 

B 

1,100 

C 

2,100 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  New  South  Gate  and  1-41 0 

2,800 

650 

B 

750 

C 

1,250 

D 

2,550 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

South  of  1-410 

2,800 

450 

B 

500 

B 

500 

B 

500 

B 

Goliad  Road 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

950 

B 

1,000 

B 

1,100 

B 

1,400 

B 

Goliad  Road 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

2,800 

600 

B 

700 

B 

900 

C 

1,750 

D 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

2,800 

950 

C 

1,050 

C 

1,250 

D 

1,700 

D 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive 

2,800 

1,150 

C 

1,200 

C 

1,250 

D 

1,400 

D 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

East  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

5,600 

400 

A 

450 

A 

600 

A 

900 

A 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

South  of  Goliad  Road 

5,600 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,350 

A 

1,400 

A 

Henderson  Court 

Between  West  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

5,600 

250 

A 

350 

A 

600 

A 

1,250 

B 

I  =  Interstate 
LOS  =  level  of  service 
PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
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Table  4.2-2.  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads  -  Scenario  B 


Roadway 

Segment 

Capacity 

1998 

PHV 

LOS 

2005 

PHV 

LOS 

2010 

PHV 

LOS 

2020 

PHV 

LOS 

I-37 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,150 

C 

4,300 

C 

4,650 

C 

I-37 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

7,000 

3,100 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,350 

B 

3,800 

C 

I-37 

South  of  1-410 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,150 

C 

4,250 

C 

4,500 

C 

I-410 

East  of  1-37 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,550 

B 

2,650 

B 

2,950 

B 

1-410 

Between  1-37  and  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,600 

B 

2,900 

B 

3,500 

C 

1-410 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,200 

B 

2,300 

B 

2,550 

B 

3,150 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  1-37  and  Goliad  Road 

8,400 

2,500 

A 

2,600 

B 

2,850 

B 

3,550 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Goliad  Road  and  Main  Gate 

8,400 

2,300 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,600 

B 

4,750 

C 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Main  Gate  and  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

8,400 

1,200 

A 

1,200 

A 

1,250 

A 

1,400 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  New  Braunfels  Avenue  and  HSW  Gate 

8,400 

3,500 

B 

3,500 

B 

3,600 

B 

3,750 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  HSW  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

1,600 

A 

1,900 

A 

1,950 

A 

2,050 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

2,200 

A 

2,300 

A 

2,500 

B 

3,100 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

600 

A 

650 

A 

750 

A 

1,050 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Henderson  Court 

5,600 

600 

A 

750 

A 

1,100 

A 

1,950 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Henderson  Court  and  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (new 
southwest  access  point) 

5,600 

650 

B 

900 

C 

1,450 

D 

2,700 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (new  southwest  access 
point)  and  new  south  access  point 

2,800 

650 

B 

750 

B 

1,150 

C 

1,950 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  New  South  Gate  and  1-41 0 

2,800 

650 

B 

750 

C 

1,250 

D 

2,350 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

South  of  1-410 

2,800 

450 

B 

450 

B 

450 

B 

450 

B 

Goliad  Road 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

950 

B 

950 

B 

1,050 

B 

1,200 

B 

Goliad  Road 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

2,800 

600 

B 

650 

B 

750 

C 

1,450 

D 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

2,800 

950 

C 

1,000 

C 

1,050 

C 

1,200 

C 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive 

2,800 

1,150 

C 

1,200 

C 

1,200 

C 

1,250 

D 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

East  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

5,600 

400 

A 

450 

A 

450 

A 

500 

A 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

South  of  Goliad  Road 

5,600 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,350 

A 

Henderson  Court 

Between  West  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

5,600 

250 

A 

350 

A 

600 

A 

1,050 

B 

I  =  Interstate 
LOS  =  level  of  service 
PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
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Table  4.2-3.  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads  -  Scenario  C 


Roadway 

Segment 

Capacity 

1998 

PHV 

LOS 

2005 

PHV 

LOS 

2010 

PHV 

LOS 

2020 

PHV 

LOS 

I-37 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,200 

C 

4,400 

C 

4,900 

C 

I-37 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

7,000 

3,100 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,400 

B 

4,000 

C 

I-37 

South  of  1-410 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,150 

C 

4,250 

C 

4,550 

C 

I-410 

East  of  1-37 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,550 

B 

2,700 

B 

3,000 

B 

1-410 

Between  1-37  and  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,600 

B 

2,900 

B 

3,650 

C 

1-410 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,200 

B 

2,300 

B 

2,550 

B 

3,250 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  1-37  and  Goliad  Road 

8,400 

2,500 

A 

2,650 

B 

3,000 

B 

3,950 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Goliad  Road  and  Main  Gate 

8,400 

2,300 

B 

3,250 

B 

3,900 

B 

5,500 

C 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Main  Gate  and  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

8,400 

1,200 

A 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,500 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  New  Braunfels  Avenue  and  HSW  Gate 

8,400 

3,500 

B 

3,550 

B 

3,650 

B 

3,900 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  HSW  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

1,600 

A 

1,900 

A 

1,950 

A 

2,100 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

2,200 

A 

2,300 

A 

2,500 

A 

3,100 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

600 

A 

650 

A 

750 

A 

1,050 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Henderson  Court 

5,600 

600 

A 

750 

A 

1,050 

A 

1,900 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Henderson  Court  and  Old  Corpus  ChrlstI  Road  (new 
southwest  access  point) 

5,600 

650 

B 

900 

C 

1,450 

D 

2,800 

F 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Old  Corpus  Chrlsti  Road  (new  southwest  access 
point)  and  new  south  access  point 

2,800 

650 

B 

700 

B 

1,100 

C 

2,100 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  New  South  Gate  and  1-41 0 

2,800 

550 

B 

750 

C 

1,250 

D 

2,500 

E 

South  Presa  Street 

South  of  1-410 

2,800 

450 

B 

450 

B 

450 

B 

450 

B 

Goliad  Road 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

950 

B 

1,000 

B 

1,100 

B 

1,350 

B 

Goliad  Road 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

2,800 

600 

B 

650 

B 

850 

C 

1,600 

D 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

2,800 

950 

C 

1,000 

C 

1,100 

C 

1,250 

D 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive 

2,800 

1,150 

C 

1,200 

C 

1,200 

D 

1,300 

D 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

East  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

5,600 

400 

A 

450 

A 

450 

A 

550 

A 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

South  of  Goliad  Road 

5,600 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,350 

A 

Henderson  Court 

Between  West  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

5,600 

250 

A 

350 

A 

600 

A 

1,300 

B 

I  =  Interstate 
LOS  =  level  of  service 
PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
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•  Two  segments  of  South  Presa  Street  (between  the  new  access 
points  on  the  south  and  southwest  portion  of  the  base,  and  between 
the  new  access  point  on  the  south  and  1-410)  wouid  operate  at 
LOS  E  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseiine  (1998)  conditions 

•  Two  segments  of  New  Braunfeis  Avenue  (between  S.E.  Miiitary 
Drive  and  Pecan  Vaiiey  Drive,  and  north  of  Pecan  Vaiiey  Drive) 
wouid  operate  at  LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseiine 
(1998)  conditions.  However,  the  segment  north  of  Pecan  Vaiiey 
Drive  wouid  operate  at  LOS  D  by  2020  under  the  No-Action 
Aiternative  as  a  resuit  of  regionai  growth. 

The  resuits  of  the  anaiysis  of  afternoon  PHV  at  key  intersections  indicate  that  the 
Main  Gate  is  utiiized  more  often  than  other  gates.  Under  Scenario  A,  three 
additionai  access  points  wouid  be  provided  for  easier  access  to  new  on-base 
deveiopment  and  aiieviate  impacts  to  roadways  near  the  Main  Gate.  The  new 
access  point  at  New  Braunfeis  Avenue  and  the  two  new  access  points  on  the 
south  and  southwest  side  of  the  base  wouid  provide  access  to  the  newiy 
deveioped  areas  of  the  base.  Direct  access  wouid  be  provided  to  New  Braunfeis 
Avenue  without  having  to  use  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive.  The  two  new  access  gates  on 
the  south  side  of  the  base  wouid  utiiize  South  Presa  Street  for  access  from  the 
west  and  south. 

4.2.3.1.2  Scenario  B. 

Potentiai  impacts  under  Scenario  B  wouid  be  simiiar  to  those  described  for 
Scenario  A.  Tabie  4.2-2  provides  a  summary  of  the  LOS  for  the  25  road 
segments  for  2005,  201 0,  and  2020.  Under  Scenario  B,  20  of  the  25  road 
segments  wouid  operate  at  LOS  A,  B,  or  C  by  2020  (see  Tabie  4.2-2).  However, 
LOS  on  the  remaining  road  segments  is  projected  to  degrade  to  LOS  D  or  iower 
by  2020.  These  segments  are  described  beiow: 

•  Three  segments  of  South  Presa  Street  between  Henderson  Court 
and  1-410  wouid  operate  at  LOS  E  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under 
baseiine  (1 998)  conditions.  Two  of  these  segments  (between 
Henderson  Court  and  the  new  access  point  on  the  southwest  and 
between  the  new  access  point  on  the  south  and  1-410)  wouid  operate 
at  LOS  D  by  2010 

•  Goiiad  Road  between  S.E.  Miiitary  Drive  and  1-410  wouid  operate  at 
LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseiine  (1998)  conditions 

•  New  Braunfeis  Avenue,  north  of  Pecan  Vaiiey  Drive,  wouid  operate 
at  LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseiine  (1 998) 
conditions.  However,  the  segment  north  of  Pecan  Vaiiey  Drive 
wouid  operate  at  LOS  D  by  2020  under  the  No-Action  Aiternative  as 
a  resuit  of  regionai  growth. 

Under  Scenario  B,  two  additionai  access  points  wouid  be  provided  on  the  south 
and  southwest  side  of  the  base  to  provide  easier  access  to  new  on-base 
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development  and  alleviate  impacts  to  roadways  near  the  Main  Gate.  These  new 
access  points  would  provide  access  from  South  Presa  Street. 

4.2.3.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Potential  impacts  under  Scenario  C  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
Scenarios  A  and  B.  Table  4.2-3  provides  a  summary  of  the  LOS  at  the  25  road 
segments  for  2005,  201 0,  and  2020.  Under  Scenario  C,  1 9  of  the  25  road 
segments  would  operate  at  LOS  A,  B,  or  C  by  2020  (see  Table  4.2-3).  However, 
LOS  on  the  remaining  road  segments  is  projected  to  degrade  to  LOS  D  or  lower 
by  2020.  These  segments  are  described  below: 

•  South  Presa  Street  between  the  new  access  point  on  the  southwest 
side  of  the  base  and  1-41 0  would  operate  at  LOS  E  by  2020 
compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseline  (1998)  conditions.  The  segment 
of  South  Presa  Street  between  the  new  access  point  on  the  south 
side  of  the  base  and  1-410  would  operate  at  LOS  D  by  2010 

•  South  Presa  Street  between  Henderson  Court  and  the  new  access 
point  on  the  southwest  side  of  the  base  would  operate  at  LOS  D  by 
201 0  and  LOS  F  by  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseline  (1 998) 
conditions 

•  Goliad  Road  between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410  would  operate  at 
LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  B  under  baseline  (1998)  conditions 

•  Two  segments  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue  (between  S.E.  Military 
Drive  and  Pecan  Valley  Drive  and  north  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive)  would 
operate  at  LOS  D  in  2020  compared  to  LOS  C  under  baseline  (1998) 
conditions.  However,  the  segment  north  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive 
would  operate  at  LOS  D  by  2020  under  the  No-Action  Alternative  as 
a  result  of  regional  growth. 

Under  Scenario  C,  two  additional  access  points  would  be  provided  on  the  south 
and  southwest  sides  of  the  base  to  provide  easier  access  to  new  on-base 
development  and  alleviate  impacts  to  roadways  near  the  Main  Gate.  These  new 
access  points  would  provide  access  from  South  Presa  Street. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  only  minimal  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures  are 
not  required.  However,  measures  are  available  to  bring  these  segments  to  an 
acceptable  LOS  by  2020.  Local  planning  agencies  can  consider  location, 
effectiveness,  and  the  cost  of  improvements  required  to  meet  regional  LOS 
recommendations.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  may  require 
modifications  to  the  local  road  network  such  as  additional  traffic  lanes  and 
intersection  improvements.  These  improvements  are  not  expected  to  have 
adverse  effects  on  the  environment.  Voluntary  measures  that  could  be 
implemented  to  reduce  traffic  on  the  road  network  include  carpool  and  vanpool 
programs,  utilization  of  available  mass  transit,  or  flexible  work  schedules  that 
would  allow  employees  to  travel  to  work  during  less  congested  hours. 
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Cumulative  Impacts.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  represents  only  a  very 
small  percentage  of  the  total  regional  projected  growth,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  expected. 

4.2.3.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action  for  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  only  minimal  adverse  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 
However,  measures  available  to  reduce  these  impacts  are  the  same  as  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  Because  the  Outgrant  Alternative  represents  only  a  very 
small  percentage  of  the  total  regional  projected  growth,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  expected. 

4.2.3.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  as  a  result  of  regional  growth  (unassociated 
with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives),  one  roadway  is 
projected  to  be  operating  at  LOS  D  by  2020  (Table  4.2-4).  New  Braunfels 
Avenue,  north  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive,  would  operate  at  LOS  D  in  2020  compared 
to  LOS  C  under  baseline  (1998)  conditions. 

Because  the  BCBP  would  not  be  implemented  and  no  increase  in  base-related 
traffic  over  the  20-year  analysis  period  is  projected,  all  increases  in  traffic 
volumes  and  associated  degradations  in  LOS  on  key  road  segments  would  be 
associated  with  regional  growth. 

On-base  roadways  would  continue  to  operate  at  existing  levels  and  no  impacts 
are  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  transportation  impacts  have  been  identified  for  the 
No-Action  Alternative;  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.2.4  Utiiities 

This  section  discusses  potential  impacts  to  the  utilities  systems  within  the  ROI 
from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  the 
No-Action  Alternative. 

It  is  anticipated  that  local  utility  providers  will  be  able  to  accomplish  upgrades  to 
systems  where  necessary.  Effects  of  implementing  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Outgrant  Alternative  were  assessed  by  comparing  projected  demand  under  each 
land  use  scenario  to  the  projected  demand  under  the  No-Action  Alternative  for 
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Table  4.2-4.  Peak-Hour  Traffic  Volumes  and  LOS  on  Key  Roads  -  No-Action  Alternative 


Roadway 

Segment 

Capacity 

1998 

PHV 

LOS 

2005 

PHV 

LOS 

2010 

PHV 

LOS 

2020 

PHV 

LOS 

I-37 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,200 

C 

4,350 

C 

4,450 

C 

I-37 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

7,000 

3,100 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,300 

B 

3,350 

B 

I-37 

South  of  1-410 

7,000 

4,100 

C 

4,200 

C 

4,350 

C 

4,450 

C 

I-410 

East  of  1-37 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,600 

B 

2,650 

B 

2,700 

B 

1-410 

Between  1-37  and  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,500 

B 

2,600 

B 

2,650 

B 

2,700 

B 

1-410 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

7,000 

2,200 

B 

2,300 

B 

2,300 

B 

2,400 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  1-37  and  Goliad  Road 

8,400 

2,500 

A 

2,600 

B 

2,650 

B 

2,700 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Goliad  Road  and  Main  Gate 

8,400 

2,300 

B 

3,100 

B 

3,200 

B 

3,250 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  Main  Gate  and  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

8,400 

1,200 

A 

1,250 

A 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  New  Braunfels  Avenue  and  HSW  Gate 

8,400 

3,500 

B 

3,600 

B 

3,700 

B 

3,800 

B 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

Between  HSW  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

1,600 

A 

1,950 

A 

2,000 

A 

2,050 

A 

S.E.  Military  Drive 

West  of  South  Presa  Street 

8,400 

2,200 

A 

2,250 

A 

2,300 

A 

2,400 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

600 

A 

650 

A 

650 

A 

650 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  Henderson  Court 

5,600 

600 

A 

650 

A 

650 

A 

650 

A 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Henderson  Court  and  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (New 
Southwest  Gate) 

2,800 

650 

B 

650 

B 

650 

B 

650 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  (New  Southwest  Gate)  and 
New  South  Gate 

2,800 

650 

B 

600 

B 

600 

B 

600 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

Between  new  South  Gate  and  1-410 

2,800 

550 

B 

600 

B 

600 

B 

600 

B 

South  Presa  Street 

South  of  1-410 

2,800 

450 

B 

500 

B 

500 

B 

500 

B 

Goliad  Road 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

5,600 

950 

B 

1,000 

B 

1,000 

B 

1,000 

B 

Goliad  Road 

Between  S.E.  Military  Drive  and  1-410 

2,800 

600 

B 

600 

B 

650 

B 

650 

B 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  S.E.  Military  Drive 

2,800 

950 

C 

1,000 

C 

1,050 

C 

1,050 

C 

New  Braunfels  Avenue 

North  of  Pecan  Valley  Drive 

2,800 

1,150 

C 

1,200 

C 

1,250 

D 

1,250 

D 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

East  of  New  Braunfels  Avenue 

5,600 

400 

A 

450 

A 

450 

A 

450 

A 

Pecan  Valley  Drive 

South  of  Goliad  Road 

5,600 

1,250 

A 

1,300 

A 

1,350 

A 

1,350 

A 

Henderson  Court 

Between  West  Gate  and  South  Presa  Street 

5,600 

250 

A 

250 

A 

250 

A 

300 

A 

I  =  Interstate 
LOS  =  level  of  service 
PHV  =  peak-hour  volume 
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each  period  of  analysis  (2005,  2010,  2020).  On-base  utility  demands  were 
estimated  by  applying  use  rates  to  appropriate  units  of  land  uses  (e.g., 
employees,  residents,  square  footage). 

4.2.4.1  Proposed  Action. 

The  following  sections  summarize  the  projected  utility  demand  at  5,  10,  and 
20  years  after  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action.  SAWS  is  expected  to 
construct  a  recycled  water  distribution  system  on  the  base.  This  system  is 
anticipated  to  be  fully  operational  by  fall  2001 ,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  on-base 
potable  water  consumption  could  be  reduced  by  up  to  0.25  MGD  for  all 
scenarios.  Projected  ROI  utility  demands  in  2020  would  be  greater  than  baseline 
(1998)  demands  for  all  utilities.  This  increase  is  associated  with  regional  growth 
(No-Action  Alternative). 

4.2.4. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Under  Scenario  A,  projected  increases  in  utility  consumption  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  BCBP  and  from  localized  increases  in  utility  consumption 
are  summarized  in  Table  4.2-5.  In  2020,  project-related  utility  use  would 
represent  less  than  2  percent  of  ROI  consumption.  Utility  systems  in  the  region 
would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity  and  no  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

4.2.4.1.2  Scenarios. 

Under  Scenario  B,  projected  increases  in  utility  consumption  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  BCBP  and  from  localized  increases  in  utility  consumption 
are  summarized  in  Table  4.2-5.  In  2020,  project-related  utility  use  would 
represent  less  than  2  percent  of  ROI  consumption.  Utility  systems  in  the  region 
would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity  and  no  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

4.2.4.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Under  Scenario  C,  projected  increases  in  utility  consumption  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  BCBP  and  from  localized  increases  in  utility  consumption 
are  summarized  in  Table  4.2-5.  In  2020,  project-related  utility  use  would 
represent  less  than  2  percent  of  ROI  consumption.  Utility  systems  in  the  region 
would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity  and  no  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  Because  the  Proposed  action  represents  only  a  very 
small  percentage  of  the  total  regional  projected  growth,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  expected. 
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Table  4.2-5.  Projected  Utility  Consumption  in  the  ROI 


Brooks 

AFB 

2005 

Percent  of  ROI 
Consumption 
Associated  with 
City  Base*®* 

Brooks 

AFB 

2010 

Percent  of  ROI 
Consumption 
Associated  with 
City  Base*®’ 

Brooks 

AFB 

2020 

Percent  of  ROI 
Consumption 
Associated  with 
City  Base*®’ 

Water  (MCD)'"’' 

No-Action 

0.21 

0.11 

0.21 

0.10 

0.21 

0.08 

Scenario  A 

0.30 

0.16 

0.54 

0.27 

1.15 

0.46 

Scenario  B 

0.28 

0.15 

0.45 

0.22 

0.90 

0.36 

Scenario  C 

0.33 

0.18 

0.62 

0.31 

1.39 

0.56 

Wastewater  (MGD) 

No-Action 

0.24 

0.16 

0.24 

0.14 

0.24 

0.12 

Scenario  A 

0.32 

0.21 

0.53 

0.32 

1.07 

0.52 

Scenario  B 

0.24 

0.16 

0.42 

0.25 

0.88 

0.43 

Scenario  C 

0.34 

0.22 

0.60 

0.36 

1.26 

0.61 

Electrical  (MkWH  per  day) 

No-Action 

0.17 

0.36 

0.17 

0.32 

0.17 

0.26 

Scenario  A 

0.22 

0.46 

0.36 

0.68 

0.71 

1.10 

Scenario  B 

0.21 

0.44 

0.30 

0.57 

0.53 

0.82 

Scenario  C 

0.23 

0.48 

0.38 

0.72 

0.78 

1.21 

Natural  Gas  (MCF  per  day) 

No-Action 

0.28 

0.34 

0.28 

0.31 

0.28 

0.25 

Scenario  A 

0.45 

0.55 

0.88 

0.97 

1.99 

1.79 

Scenario  B 

0.40 

0.49 

0.70 

0.77 

1.48 

1.33 

Scenario  C 

0.47 

0.57 

0.94 

1.03 

2.17 

1.96 

Notes:  (a)  Assumes  regional  utility  consumption  growth  at  a  rate  of  2  percent  annually. 

(b)  Includes  potable  water  reductions  projected  to  occur  from  operation  of  the  San  Antonio  Water  System's  recycled  water 


distribution  system. 


AFB 

Air  Force  Base 

MCF 

million  cubic  feet 

MGD  = 

million  gallons  per  day 

MkWH  = 

million  kilowatt  hours 

ROI 

region  of  influence 

4.2.4.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action  for  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  Because  the  Outgrant  Alternative  represents  only  a  very 
small  percentage  of  the  total  regional  projected  growth,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  expected. 
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4.2.4.3  No-Action  Alternative. 


Table  4.2-5  summarizes  the  projected  utility  demand  at  Brooks  AFB  under  the 
No-Action  Alternative  for  the  20-year  analysis  period.  Projected  ROI  utility 
demands  in  2020  would  be  greater  than  baseline  (1998)  demands  for  all  utilities. 
However,  local  utility  conveyors  have  taken  this  growth  into  consideration  and  all 
systems  would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity.  No  impacts  are  anticipated. 

The  figures  shown  for  the  No-Action  Alternative  generally  incorporate  the 
changes  expected  in  utility  usage  at  Brooks  AFB  without  implementation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  have  been  identified;  therefore,  no  cumulative 
impacts  are  expected. 

4.3  HAZARDOUS  MATERiALS  MANAGEMENT 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  for  environmental  impacts  from  hazardous 
materials  management  practices  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  the 
Outgrant  Alternative,  and  the  No-Action  Alternative.  Hazardous  materials 
management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage,  radioactive  materials,  and 
ordnance  are  discussed  within  this  section.  It  has  not  yet  been  determined  who 
will  be  responsible  for  management  of  and  permitting  requirements  for  hazardous 
materials  once  the  property  is  transferred  from  Air  Force  control  or  leased  to 
private  entities.  To  reflect  this  uncertainty,  discussions  of  responsibility  for 
hazardous  materials  management  in  this  section  refer  to  the  property  recipient 
and/or  property  user.  Details  regarding  these  responsibilities  would  be 
determined  during  property  transaction  negotiations  and  would  be  outlined  in 
deed/lease  documentation.  Applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  and 
guidelines  regarding  hazardous  materials  management  would  be  followed  by  the 
responsible  party,  whether  it  be  the  property  recipient  or  user.  In  some  cases, 
the  responsible  party  could  include  the  Air  Force. 

4.3.1  Proposed  Action 

4.3.1. 1  Scenario  A 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Based  on  the  proposed  land  uses  and 
because  proposed  development  would  be  consistent  with  current  Brooks  AFB 
operations,  the  types  of  hazardous  materials  likely  to  be  utilized  for  activities 
under  Scenario  A  would  be  similar  to  those  used  under  baseline  conditions.  The 
quantity  of  hazardous  materials  used  under  the  Proposed  Action  could  increase 
over  baseline  condition  quantities  as  a  result  of  development  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  BCBP.  Hazardous  materials  usage  would  primarily  be 
increased  by  development  of  the  light  industrial  area,  which  could  include  light 
manufacturing  activities  or  laboratories.  Hazardous  materials  utilized  could 
include  aerosols,  corrosives,  heating  oil,  heavy  metals,  ignitables,  pesticides. 
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solvents,  paints  and  thinners,  and  household  cleaning  products.  The  specific 
chemical  compositions  and  exact  use  rates  associated  with  Scenario  A  are  not 
known.  If  an  increase  in  hazardous  materials  usage  occurs,  an  implementation 
plan  and  a  Toxic  Release  Inventory  may  need  to  be  prepared  by  the  property 
user. 

Under  Scenario  A,  each  property  recipient  and/or  user  would  be  responsible  for 
the  management  of  hazardous  materials  according  to  applicable  regulations. 
Property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be  required  to  comply  with  EPCRA,  which 
requires  that  local  communities  be  informed  of  the  use  of  hazardous  materials. 
Hazardous  materials  management  in  the  workplace  would  be  regulated  under 
OSHA  (29  CFR  Part  1910.1200).  Because  management  of  hazardous  materials 
by  property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations,  no  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Storage  Tanks.  USTs  may  be  required  to  support  activities  under  Scenario  A. 
New  and  existing  USTs  utilized  by  the  property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be 
subject  to  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  These  regulations 
include  providing  acceptable  leak  detection  methodologies,  spill  and  overfill 
protection,  cathodic  protection,  secondary  containment  for  the  tank  systems 
(including  the  piping),  and  liability  insurance.  Existing  USTs  that  would  not  be 
required  to  support  activities  under  Scenario  A  would  be  transferred  to  the 
property  recipient  and/or  user. 

ASTs  and  OWSs  required  to  support  activities  on  transferred  property  would  also 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations.  ASTs  and  OWSs  not 
required  to  support  proposed  activities  would  be  transferred  to  the  property 
recipient  and/or  user.  Proper  management  of  USTs,  ASTs,  and  OWSs  by 
property  recipients  and/or  users  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  would 
minimize  the  potential  for  impacts. 

Pesticide  Usage.  Pesticides  associated  with  Scenario  A  would  be  similar  in 
type  to  those  currently  utilized.  Ouantities  of  pesticides  utilized  could  increase 
slightly  due  to  an  increase  in  developed/landscaped  areas.  Pesticide 
management  practices  on  transferred  property  would  be  subject  to  FIFRA  and 
state  guidelines.  Appropriate  management  practices  by  the  property  recipient 
and/or  user  would  preclude  impacts;  therefore,  no  impacts  from  pesticide  usage 
are  anticipated. 

Radioactive  Materiais.  Under  Scenario  A,  radioactive  materials  usage  could 
increase  over  baseline  conditions.  Radioactive  materials  would  primarily  be 
associated  with  the  research  and  development  land  use,  which  comprises  the 
largest  acreage  under  all  BCBP  scenarios.  Types  of  radioactive  materials  and 
waste  would  be  similar  to  those  used/generated  by  the  Air  Force  under  baseline 
conditions.  Under  Scenario  A,  the  property  recipient  and/or  user  would  be 
responsible  for  obtaining  appropriate  permits  and  licenses  for  the  use  and 
disposal  of  radioactive  materials  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations. 
Management  of  radioactive  materials  by  the  property  recipient  and/or  user  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  would  minimize  the  potential  for  impacts. 
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Ordnance.  Storage  and  use  of  ordnance  would  be  similar  to  that  of  baseline 
conditions.  Based  on  the  proposed  land  uses,  it  is  unlikely  that  additional 
ordnance  would  be  stored  or  utilized  on  transferred  property.  Security  personnel 
would  store  and  use  small  quantities  of  ordnance  on  property  that  would  be 
transferred  and  leased  back. 

Four  former  skeet  ranges  and  two  former  small  firearms  ranges  have  been 
identified  as  an  AOC.  These  areas  will  be  investigated  and  remediated,  if 
necessary,  under  the  IRP.  Impacts  associated  with  the  investigation  of,  and 
potential  contamination  from,  the  former  skeet  and  small  firearms  ranges  are 
discussed  in  Section  4.4.2,  Hazardous  Waste  Management. 

4.3. 1.2  Scenario  B. 

Impacts  for  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage, 
radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under 
Scenario  A. 

4.3. 1.3  Scenario  C. 

Impacts  for  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage, 
radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under 
Scenario  A. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  all  property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  regarding 
the  use,  storage,  and  handling  of  hazardous  substances,  activities  under  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  substantial  environmental  impacts;  no 
mitigation  measures  would  be  required. 

Although  mitigation  measures  are  not  required,  the  following  measures  are 
suggested  to  further  reduce  the  potential  for  release  of  hazardous  materials  into 
the  environment.  A  cooperative  planning  body  for  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  management  could  be  established  with  the  support  of  the  new  property 
recipients  on  transferred  property  at  Brooks  AFB.  Establishment  of  such  a  body 
could  reduce  the  costs  of  environmental  compliance  training,  health  and  safety 
training,  and  waste  management,  and  could  increase  recycling,  minimize  waste, 
and  assist  in  mutual  aid  spill  responses.  Implementation  of  such  a  planning  body 
would  be  the  responsibility  of  all  property  recipients. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  No  hazardous  materials  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.3.2  Outgrant  Alternative 

4.3.2.1  Scenario  A. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action  for  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks, 
pesticide  usage,  radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance.  The  differences  in 
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anticipated  impacts  with  impiementation  of  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  for 
hazardous  materiais  management  are  discussed  beiow. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.3,  in  accordance 
with  10  U.S.C.  2692,  Storage,  Treatment,  and  Disposai  of  Nondefense  Toxic  and 
Hazardous  Materiais,  oniy  DOD  or  a  miiitary  member  assigned  to  MFH  may 
store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic  or  hazardous  materiais  on  DOD  instaiiations, 
uniess  a  statutory  exception  appiies  to  a  non-DOD  entity’s  activities.  Therefore, 
in  order  to  store  hazardous  materiais  on  outgranted  property,  a  property  user 
wouid  require  a  statutory  exception  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

If  exceptions  are  obtained  by  property  users,  the  types  of  hazardous  materiais  to 
be  utiiized  for  activities  under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  are  expected  to  be  simiiar 
to  those  used  under  baseiine  conditions.  The  quantity  of  hazardous  materiais 
used  under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  couid  increase  over  baseiine  conditions. 

4.3.2.2  Scenario  B. 

Impacts  for  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage, 
radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under 
the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  Scenario  A. 

4.3.2.3  Scenario  C. 

Impacts  for  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks,  pesticide  usage, 
radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under 
the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  Scenario  A. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  impacts  have  been  identified,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required.  Measures  to  minimize  the  potential  for  impacts 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  No  hazardous  materials  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.3.3  No-Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  transfer 
or  outgrant  of  property  would  not  occur.  The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  use 
types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  similar  to  those  of  baseline 
conditions.  The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  manage  hazardous  materials  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  minimize  the  potential  for  impacts.  No 
impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Storage  Tanks.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  storage  tank  management 
would  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Air  Force.  Management  of  storage 
tank  systems  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  would  minimize  the 
potential  for  impacts.  No  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No-Action 
Alternative. 
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Pesticide  Usage.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  quantities  of  pesticides 
utilized  would  be  similar  to  those  utilized  under  baseline  conditions.  The  Air 
Force  would  continue  to  be  responsible  for  management  and  application  of 
pesticides.  Application  of  pesticides  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
FIFRA  and  state  regulations  to  assume  the  proper,  safe  handling  and  application 
of  all  chemicals;  therefore,  no  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No-Action 
Alternative. 

Radioactive  Materiais.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  quantities  and  types  of 
radioactive  materials  and  waste  would  be  similar  to  that  utilized/generated  under 
baseline  conditions.  The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  be  responsible  for 
management  of  radioactive  materials  and  waste.  No  impacts  are  anticipated 
under  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Ordnance.  Ordnance  storage  and  use  under  the  No-Action  Alternative  would  be 
similar  to  that  of  baseline  conditions.  Investigation  of  the  AOC  associated  with 
the  former  skeet  and  small  firearms  ranges  would  continue  under  the  IRP; 
impacts  to  the  IRP  as  a  result  of  the  No-Action  Alternative  are  discussed  further 
in  Section  4.4.2,  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  No  impacts  are  anticipated 
under  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  anticipated  under 
the  No-Action  Alternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  hazardous  materials  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.4  SOLiD  WASTE  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

4.4.1  Soiid  Waste  Management 

The  following  section  discusses  potential  impacts  to  solid  waste  management 
within  the  ROI  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

By  2020,  approximately  1 1 ,750  tons  of  solid  waste  are  projected  to  be  generated 
per  day  in  the  ROI.  Assuming  the  Texas  SWDA  goal  of  40  percent  recycling  is 
met,  approximately  7,000  tons  of  solid  waste  would  be  disposed  of  in  landfills 
each  day.  If  the  recycling  goal  is  met,  less  solid  waste  would  be  disposed  of  in 
landfills  in  2020  than  under  baseline  conditions. 

4.4. 1. 1  Proposed  Action 

4.4. 1. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Table  4.4-1  summarizes  the  projected  solid  waste  generation  and  disposal 
quantities  in  2020  for  Scenario  A.  Solid  waste  generation  at  Brooks  AFB  would 
increase  under  Scenario  A;  however,  these  quantities  would  only  be  a  small 
percentage  of  the  total  projected  solid  waste  generation  within  the  ROI,  and  are 
within  the  ROI’s  landfill  capacity.  No  significant  impacts  are  expected. 
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Table  4.4-1.  Projected  Daily  Solid  Waste  Generation  and  Disposal  (in  tons) 


Brooks 

AFB 

2005 

(tons/day) 

Percent 
of  ROI 

Consumption 
Occurring  on 
Brooks  AFB<^> 

Brooks 

AFB 

2010 

(tons/day) 

Percent 
of  ROI 

Consumption 
Occurring  on 
Brooks  AFB<^> 

Brooks 

AFB 

2020 

(tons/day) 

Percent 
of  ROI 

Consumption 
Occurring  on 
Brooks  AFB<^> 

Solid  Waste  Generation 

No-Action 

4.40 

0.05 

4.40 

0.05 

4.40 

0.04 

Scenario  A 

10.70 

0.12 

18.36 

0.19 

38.00 

0.32 

Scenario  B 

10.00 

0.11 

15.00 

0.16 

29.55 

0.25 

Scenario  C 

11.00 

0.13 

20.00 

0.21 

43.50 

0.37 

Solid  Waste  Disposal  to  Landfill*'^* 

No-Action 

3.10 

0.04 

2.60 

0.04 

2.60 

0.04 

Scenario  A 

6.40 

0.08 

11.00 

0.15 

22.80 

0.33 

Scenario  B 

6.00 

0.08 

9.00 

0.13 

17.73 

0.26 

Scenario  C 

6.60 

0.08 

12.00 

0.17 

26.12 

0.38 

Notes:  (a)  Assumes  a  growth  rate  of  2  percent  annually  In  the  ROI. 

(b)  Assumes  40  percent  of  solid  waste  within  the  ROI  Is  recycled  by  2005. 
AFB  =  Air  Force  Base 
ROI  =  region  of  Influence 


Demolition  of  up  to  250,000  square  feet  of  facility  space  would  result  in 
approximately  1 3,000  tons  of  debris  (1 ,675  tons  of  wood,  360  tons  of  sheetrock, 
10,625  tons  of  concrete,  and  340  tons  of  miscellaneous  materials)  that  would 
require  disposal.  Buildings  with  potential  to  contain  asbestos  and/or  lead-based 
paint  would  be  sampled  prior  to  demolition  activities  to  ensure  proper  disposal 
and  abatement  of  these  materials.  The  construction  contractor  would  be 
required  to  dispose  of  all  construction  debris  in  accordance  with  federal,  state, 
and  local  regulations.  Debris  would  be  disposed  of  at  landfills  within  the  ROI. 

The  quantity  of  disposal  debris  generated  would  be  within  the  ROI’s  landfill 
capacity,  and  no  significant  impacts  are  expected. 

4.4.1. 1.2  Scenario  B. 

Impacts  under  Scenario  B  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  Scenario  A 
(see  Table  4.4-1).  However,  demolition  of  up  to  83,600  square  feet  of  existing 
facility  space  would  result  in  approximately  4,300  tons  of  debris  (560  tons  of 
wood,  120  tons  of  sheetrock,  3,550  tons  of  concrete,  and  70  tons  of 
miscellaneous  materials).  This  quantity  would  be  less  than  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Scenario  A.  The  amount  of  demolition  debris  to  be  disposed 
of  would  be  within  the  ROI’s  landfill  capacity,  and  no  significant  impacts  are 
expected. 

4.4.1. 1.3  Scenario  C. 

Impacts  under  Scenario  C  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  Scenarios  A 
and  B  (see  Table  4.4-1).  However,  demolition  of  up  to  287,600  square  feet  of 
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existing  faciiity  space  wouid  resuit  in  approximateiy  14,870  tons  of  debris  (1 ,900 
tons  of  wood,  400  tons  of  sheetrock,  12,200  tons  of  concrete,  and  370  tons  of 
misceiianeous  materiais).  This  quantity  wouid  be  more  than  wouid  resuit  from 
impiementation  of  Scenarios  A  or  B.  The  amount  of  demoiition  debris  to  be 
disposed  of  wouid  be  within  the  ROI’s  iandfiii  capacity,  and  no  significant  impacts 
are  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  soiid  waste  impacts  have  been  identified  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Quantities  of  soiid  waste  generated  wouid  represent  oniy  a 
very  smaii  percentage  of  totai  regionai  soiid  waste  generation;  therefore,  no 
cumuiative  impacts  are  expected. 

4.4. 1.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  impacts  to  soiid  waste  management  wouid  be 
simiiar  to  those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  under  the 
Outgrant  Aiternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  soiid  waste  impacts  have  been  identified  for  the 
Outgrant  Aiternative.  Therefore,  impiementation  of  the  proposed  activities  wouid 
not  contribute  to  cumuiative  impacts  when  considered  in  conjunction  with  other 
proposed  projects  in  the  region. 

4.4. 1.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  soiid  waste  generation  at  Brooks  AFB  wouid 
remain  reiativeiy  constant,  with  some  reduction  anticipated  as  a  resuit  of 
recyciing  and  source-reduction  efforts.  No  significant  impacts  are  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  under  the  No- 
Action  Aiternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  soiid  waste  impacts  have  been  identified  for  the 
No-Action  Aiternative.  Therefore,  no  cumuiative  impacts  are  expected. 

4.4.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

This  section  addresses  the  potentiai  for  environmentai  impacts  caused  by 
hazardous  waste  management  practices  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action, 
the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  and  the  No-Action  Aiternative.  Hazardous  waste 
management,  IRP  sites,  asbestos,  medicai/biohazardous  waste,  and  iead-based 
paint  are  discussed  within  this  section.  It  has  not  yet  been  determined  who  wiii 
be  responsibie  for  management  of  and  permitting  for  hazardous  waste  once  the 
property  is  transferred  from  Air  Force  controi  or  ieased  to  private  entities.  To 
refiect  this  uncertainty,  discussions  of  hazardous  waste  management 
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responsibilities  in  this  section  refer  to  the  property  recipient  and/or  property  user. 
Details  regarding  these  responsibilities  would  be  determined  during  property 
transaction  negotiations  and  would  be  outlined  in  deed/lease  documentation. 
Applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  and  guidelines  regarding 
hazardous  waste  management  would  be  followed  by  the  responsible  party, 
whether  it  be  the  property  recipient  or  user.  In  some  cases,  the  responsible  party 
could  include  the  Air  Force. 

4.4.2.1  Proposed  Action 

4.4.2. 1. 1  Scenario  A 

Hazardous  Waste  Management.  Under  Scenario  A,  hazardous  waste  would  be 
generated  from  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  and  the  processes  that  utilize 
these  materials.  The  types  of  hazardous  waste  likely  to  be  generated  would  be 
similar  to  those  generated  under  baseline  conditions.  The  quantity  of  hazardous 
waste  generated  could  increase  over  baseline  conditions  as  a  result  of 
development  associated  with  implementation  of  the  BCBP.  Hazardous  waste 
generation  would  primarily  be  increased  by  development  of  the  light  industrial 
area,  which  could  include  light  manufacturing  activities  or  laboratories. 

Upon  transfer  of  the  property,  each  property  recipient  and/or  user  would  be 
responsible  for  management  of  hazardous  waste  according  to  applicable 
regulations.  The  property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be  responsible  for 
obtaining  the  appropriate  permits  for  the  storage,  treatment,  or  disposal  of  any 
waste  generated  on  transferred  property.  The  presence  of  numerous  operators 
could  change  the  regulatory  requirements  and  could  increase  the  regulatory 
burden  relative  to  hazardous  waste  management.  Once  the  responsibilities  of 
hazardous  waste  management  are  allocated  to  individual  organizations, 
proficiency  with  those  materials  and  spill  responses  is  required  by  federal,  state, 
and  local  regulations.  Because  management  of  hazardous  waste  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  by  the  property  recipients 
and/or  users,  no  impacts  are  anticipated. 

As  stated  earlier  in  this  section,  some  details  of  hazardous  materials 
management  have  not  yet  been  determined.  If  the  Proposed  Action  were 
implemented,  installation  roads  would  no  longer  be  under  federal  control  and 
requirements  for  transporting  hazardous  waste  may  differ  from  baseline 
conditions.  It  is  not  yet  known  how  transportation  of  hazardous  waste  from 
building  to  building  within  the  base  would  be  regulated  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  In  addition,  it  is  not  known  whether  the  Central  Accumulation  Facility 
would  continue  to  operate  if  the  BCBP  were  implemented  and  the  property 
transferred  from  Air  Force  control.  These  issues  would  be  resolved  during 
property  transaction  negotiations;  permitting  and  management  responsibilities 
would  be  designated  in  the  deed  documents.  AFIERA  is  expected  to  continue  to 
sample  and  dispose  of  suspected  PCB-containing  items  from  DOD  clients  in 
accordance  with  TSCA  regulations.  Applicable  local,  state,  and  federal 
regulations  regarding  transportation  of  hazardous  waste  would  be  followed  by  the 
property  recipient  and/or  property  user,  and  no  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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Installation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  The  Air  Force  is  responsibie  for 
remediation  of  aii  IRP  sites  on  Brooks  AFB  and  is  committed  to  continue  IRP 
activities  to  compietion.  For  transferred  properties,  the  Air  Force  may  require 
easements,  permits,  or  iicenses  to  monitor  and  manage  remediation  activities  to 
compietion.  The  type  of  deveiopment  that  is  appropriate  to  property  adjacent  to 
or  over  an  IRP  site  may  be  iimited  by  the  risk  to  human  heaith  and  the 
environment  posed  by  contaminants  at  the  site.  In  general,  most  potential 
development  associated  with  the  BCBP  has  been  sited  in  areas  unaffected  by 
contamination.  Most  IRP  sites  with  continuing  land  use  constraints  (i.e.,  closed 
landfills)  are  located  within  the  Public/Open  Space  land  use  and  are  not 
anticipated  to  affect  or  to  be  affected  by  future  development  plans. 

Table  4.4-2  list  all  the  IRP  sites  and  AOCs,  the  type  of  development  that  is 
appropriate  on  each  site,  and  the  land  uses  that  are  proposed  for  property 
associated  with  each  IRP  site/AOC  under  Scenarios  A,  B,  and  C.  Figure  4.4-1 
presents  the  locations  of  the  IRP  sites  and  AOCs  overlaid  with  the  land  uses 
proposed  under  Scenario  A.  Potential  impacts  under  Scenario  A  are  briefly 
discussed  below. 

As  shown  in  Table  4.4-2,  land  uses  proposed  under  Scenario  A  are  generally 
compatible  with  the  type  of  development  permitted  upon  property  associated  with 
IRP  sites.  Delays  in  property  transfer  may  result  at  sites  that  are  not  yet  closed 
(FT002,  LF007,  and  the  AOC  Former  Skeet  Ranges  and  Small  Firearms 
Ranges),  and  deed  restrictions  may  be  required  for  property  associated  with 
these  sites.  Ongoing  actions  at  open  sites  may  result  in  land  use  restrictions  and 
a  delay  in  transfer  of  property.  The  Air  Force  may  require  easements,  permits,  or 
licenses  to  monitor  and  manage  remediation  activities  to  completion. 

Restrictions  for  the  AOC  would  depend  on  the  results  of  future  investigations  and 
the  level  of  contamination  identified  at  the  sites. 

Schools,  child-care  centers,  and  other  similar  development  are  classified  as 
residential-type  development.  Therefore,  construction  of  schools,  child-care 
centers,  and  other  similar  development  would  only  be  permitted  within  areas 
suitable  for  residential  development  under  the  current  closure  standards.  Site 
OT001,  identified  in  Table  4.4-2,  shows  a  possible  conflict  with  the  TND  land  use 
under  Scenario  A.  Flowever,  this  apparent  conflict  will  be  resolved  through  the 
use  of  controls  in  the  transfer  agreements,  which  will  prevent  residential 
development  on  the  OT001  property  under  its  current  closure  status.  Under  the 
proposed  land  use  scenario  definitions,  schools  could  be  developed  within  the 
Public/Open  Space  land  use  and  child-care  centers  could  be  developed  within 
the  Mixed  Use  land  use.  Avoidance  of  this  type  of  development  on  property  that 
has  not  been  cleaned  to  RRSs  would  preclude  impacts.  Avoidance  of 
incompatible  development  and  the  compliance  with  soil  and  groundwater 
restrictions  for  IRP  sites,  where  necessary,  would  preclude  impacts  associated 
with  the  IRP. 

In  accordance  with  AFI  32-7066,  Environmental  Baseline  Surveys  in  Real  Estate 
Transactions,  an  environmental  baseline  survey  (BBS)  will  be  prepared  for 
property  identified  for  outgrant  or  disposal.  The  BBS  findings  will  be  used  to 
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Table  4.4-2.  IRP/AOCs  within  Land  Use  Scenarios  A,  B,  and 

Page  1  of  2 


Type  of  Development 

Proposed  Land  Use 

IRP  Site/AOC 

Permitted/Restrictions 

Scenario  A 

Scenario  B 

Scenario  C 

OT001 

Nonresidential  development 

TND 

Research  and  Development 
Park 

TND 

FT002 

OU  1  -  Nonresidential  development 
OU-2  -  Residential  and  nonresidential 
development;  groundwater 
restrictions 

OU  1  -  Publlc/Open  Space 
OU  2  -  Publlc/Open  Space, 
TND,  Research  and 
Development  Park 

OU  1  -  Research  and 
Development  Park 

OU  2  -  Research  and 
Development  Park 

OU  1  -  Research  and 
Development  Park 

OU  2  -  TND,  Research 
and  Development  Park 

LF003 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

LF004 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Mixed  Use,  TND 

Publlc/Open  Space,  TND 

Publlc/Open  Space, 
Mixed  Use 

LF005 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

LF006 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Publlc/Open  Space,  Mixed 
Use 

Publlc/Open  Space,  Multi- 
Family  Residential 

Publlc/Open  Space, 
Multi-Family  Residential 

LF007 

Nonresidential  development;  soil  and 
groundwater  restrictions 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

LF008 

No  residential  development;  any 
development  must  be  approved  by 
TNRCC 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

Publlc/Open  Space 

OT009 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Research  and  Development 
Park 

Light  Industrial 

Light  Industrial 

SS010 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Research  and  Development 
Park 

Research  and  Development 
Park 

Research  and 
Development  Park 

WP011 

Residential  or  nonresidential 
development 

Publlc/Open  Space,  Mixed 
Use 

Publlc/Open  Space,  Multi- 
Family  Residential 

Publlc/Open  Space, 
Multi-Family  Residential 
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Figure  4.4-1 
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determine  the  suitability  of  Brooks  AFB  property  for  transfer.  As  part  of  this 
determination,  the  Air  Force,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  ERA  and  the  TNRCC, 
would  categorize  parcels  of  property  at  Brooks  AFB  based  on  the  level  and  type 
of  contamination  present.  Depending  on  the  type  of  transfer  that  occurs, 
institutional  controls  may  be  applied  that  may  constrain  future  use  of  certain 
parcels.  Recipients  and/or  users  of  parcels  of  property  where  the  closed  IRP 
sites  are  present  would  be  responsible  for  enforcement  of  these  institutional 
controls.  Development  activities  would  not  adversely  impede  the  successful 
implementation  of  the  IRP;  therefore,  no  significant  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Although  there  are  no  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  not  required,  the 
following  measures  are  provided  as  a  way  of  implementing  development 
activities  on  property  associated  with  IRP  sites.  While  all  IRP  sites  may  not  need 
to  be  remediated,  all  must  be  addressed  and  properly  closed  out.  A  proactive 
land  use  planning  approach  to  development  would  require  coordination  and 
enforcement  among  the  Air  Force  and  CoSA  in  order  to  reduce  potential  delays 
in  property  development.  Land  use  constraints  from  IRP  sites  could  be  mitigated 
by  implementing  a  phased  construction  schedule.  Development  could  begin  in 
areas  associated  with  closed  IRP  sites  or  property  associated  with  no  IRP  sites. 
Areas  with  active  IRP  sites  could  be  developed  in  a  later  phase,  which  would 
allow  for  IRP  site  remediation  with  minimal  constraints  on  development. 

Active  coordination  between  the  Air  Force  and  CoSA  could  identify  the  presence 
of  IRP  sites  that  could  limit  certain  land  uses  (e.g.,  landfills).  Determination  of 
future  land  use  would  be,  to  a  certain  extent,  dependent  on  the  level  of 
remediation  conducted  at  individual  IRP  sites.  Areas  of  restricted  land  use 
associated  with  IRP  sites  could  be  incorporated  into  the  development  plans  as 
greenbelts,  parks,  or  landscaped  open  spaces. 

Asbestos.  Property  recipients  would  be  responsible  for  management  of  ACM  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  in  buildings  that  are  transferred  from  the 
Air  Force.  Renovation  and  demolition  of  existing  structures  with  ACM  could 
occur  with  development  activities.  These  activities  would  be  subject  to  applicable 
federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  to  minimize  the  potential  risk  to  human  health 
and  the  environment.  Demolition  debris  that  contains  ACM  would  be  disposed  of 
in  a  landfill  permitted  to  accept  this  type  of  material.  The  amount  of  demolition 
proposed  and  potential  for  ACM  impacts  under  Scenario  A  is  higher  than  that  of 
Scenario  B  and  less  than  that  of  Scenario  C.  Additionally,  property  recipients 
and/or  users  would  be  advised,  to  the  extent  known,  of  the  type,  condition,  and 
amount  of  ACM  within  transferred  real  property.  No  impacts  are  anticipated  as  a 
result  of  implementation  of  Scenario  A. 

Medical/Biohazardous  Waste.  Generation  of  medical/biohazardous  waste  by 
property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be  subject  to  state  regulations  under 
25  TAC  325  and  applicable  regulations.  No  impacts  are  anticipated  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Scenario  A. 

Lead-Based  Paint.  Under  Scenario  A,  the  occupation  and  potential  renovation 
or  demolition  of  existing  structures  that  contain  lead-based  paint  would  occur. 

Any  lead-based  paint  waste  would  be  disposed  of  in  a  landfill  permitted  to  accept 
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this  type  of  material.  The  amount  of  demolition  proposed  and  potential  for  lead- 
based  paint  impacts  under  Scenario  A  is  higher  than  that  of  Scenario  B  and  less 
than  that  of  Scenario  C.  Property  recipients  and/or  users  would  be  provided 
results  of  lead-based  paint  surveys,  if  applicable,  or  notified  of  the  potential 
presence  of  lead-based  paint  in  facilities  constructed  before  or  during  1978,  prior 
to  transfer  of  the  property.  For  buildings  that  are  transferred  from  Air  Force 
control,  the  property  recipient  and/or  user  would  be  responsible  for  management 
of  lead-based  paint  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations.  No  impacts  are 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Scenario  A. 

Coordination  of  lead-based  paint  removal  in  conjunction  with  renovation  or 
demolition  activities  could  further  minimize  the  risk  to  human  health  and  the 
environment.  Lead-based  paint  would  be  abated,  as  necessary,  in  accordance 
with  the  Residential  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazard  Reduction  Act.  Compliance  with 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  would  minimize  potential  risks  to 
human  health  and  the  environment  during  abatement  of  lead-based  paint.  Any 
lead-based  paint  removal  activities  conducted  by  the  Air  Force  on  structures  that 
are  transferred  and  leased  back  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  Air 
Force  policy  and  the  Residential  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazard  Reduction  Act. 

4.4.2.1.2  Scenario  B. 

Impacts  for  hazardous  waste  management,  asbestos,  medical/biohazardous 
waste,  and  lead-based  paint  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under 
Scenario  A.  The  discussion  of  IRP  sites  for  Scenario  B  varies  from  Scenario  A 
and  is  provided  below. 

Installation  Restoration  Program.  The  IRP  sites  within  each  proposed  land 
use  area  vary  between  Scenario  A  and  B.  The  IRP  sites  within  each  land  use 
area  under  Scenario  B  are  listed  in  Table  4.4-2  and  shown  on  Figure  4.4-2. 
Impacts  associated  with  the  IRP  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under 
Scenario  A. 

Asbestos.  The  discussion  of  impacts  for  ACM  under  Scenario  B  would  be 
similar  to  that  of  Scenario  A.  However,  under  Scenario  B,  the  amount  of 
demolition  and  potential  for  ACM  impacts  would  be  less  than  under  Scenario  A 
or  C.  All  demolition  activities  would  be  subject  to  applicable  ACM  regulations  to 
minimize  potential  risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment.  Therefore,  no 
impacts  for  ACM  are  anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  BCBP  under 
Scenario  B. 

Lead-Based  Paint.  The  discussion  of  impacts  for  lead-based  paint  under 
Scenario  B  would  be  similar  to  that  of  Scenario  A.  However,  under  Scenario  B, 
the  amount  of  demolition  and  potential  for  lead-based  paint  impacts  would  be 
less  than  under  Scenario  A  or  C.  All  demolition  activities  would  be  subject  to 
applicable  lead-based  paint  regulations  to  minimize  potential  risk  to  human 
health  and  the  environment.  Therefore,  no  impacts  for  lead-based  paint  are 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  BCBP  under  Scenario  B. 
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4.4.2.1.3  Scenario  C. 


Impacts  for  hazardous  waste  management  and  medical/biohazardous  waste 
would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  Scenario  A.  The  discussion  of  IRP 
sites,  asbestos,  and  lead-based  paint  for  Scenario  C  varies  from  Scenario  A,  and 
is  provided  below. 

Installation  Restoration  Program.  The  IRP  sites  within  each  proposed  land 
use  area  vary  between  Scenarios  A  and  C.  The  IRP  sites  within  each  land  use 
area  under  Scenario  C  are  listed  in  Table  4.4-2  and  shown  on  Figure  4.4-3. 
Impacts  associated  with  the  IRP  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under 
Scenario  A. 

Asbestos.  The  discussion  of  impacts  for  ACM  under  Scenario  C  would  be 
similar  to  that  of  Scenario  A.  However,  under  Scenario  C,  the  amount  of 
demolition  and  potential  for  ACM  impacts  is  estimated  to  be  higher  than  under 
Scenario  A  or  B.  All  demolition  activities  would  be  subject  to  applicable  ACM 
regulations  to  minimize  potential  risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  for  ACM  are  anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
the  BCBP  under  Scenario  C. 

Lead-Based  Paint.  The  discussion  of  impacts  for  lead-based  paint  under 
Scenario  C  would  be  similar  to  that  of  Scenario  A.  However,  under  Scenario  C, 
the  amount  of  demolition  and  potential  for  lead-based  paint  impacts  is  estimated 
to  be  higher  than  under  Scenario  A  or  B.  All  demolition  activities  would  be 
subject  to  applicable  lead-based  paint  regulations  to  minimize  potential  risk  to 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Therefore,  no  impacts  for  lead-based  paint 
are  anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  BCBP  under  Scenario  C. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  all  property  recipients  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  regarding  the  use, 
storage,  and  handling  of  hazardous  substances,  these  activities  would  not  result 
in  substantial  environmental  impacts,  and  no  mitigation  measures  would  be 
required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  hazardous  waste  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.4.2.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action  for  hazardous  waste  management,  IRP  sites,  asbestos, 
medical/biohazardous  waste,  and  lead-based  paint.  The  IRP  sites  within  each 
proposed  land  use  area  are  the  same  as  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  Scenarios 
A,  B,  and  C  in  Table  4.4-2.  The  differences  in  anticipated  impacts  with 
implementation  of  the  Outgrant  Alternative  for  hazardous  waste  management  are 
discussed  below. 
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4.4.2.2. 1  Scenario  A 


Hazardous  Waste  Management.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.4.2,  oniy  DOD  or  a 
miiitary  member  assigned  to  MFH  may  store,  treat,  or  dispose  of  toxic  or 
hazardous  materiais  on  DOD  instaiiations,  uniess  a  statutory  exception  appiies  to 
a  non-DOD  entity’s  activities.  Therefore,  in  order  to  utiiize  hazardous  materiais 
and  generate/store  hazardous  waste  on  outgranted  property,  a  property  user 
wouid  need  to  obtain  a  statutory  exception.  If  exceptions  are  obtained  by 
property  users,  the  Air  Force  pians  to  require  the  users  to  be  responsibie  for 
obtaining  the  appropriate  permits  for  the  storage,  treatment,  or  disposai  of  any 
waste  generated  on  outgranted  iand.  In  addition,  the  property  users  may  be 
responsibie  for  obtaining  their  own  U.S.  ERA  hazardous  waste  identification 
numbers. 

Mitigation  Measures.  No  hazardous  waste  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required.  Suggested  measures 
to  reduce  the  potentiai  for  impact  wouid  be  the  same  as  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  hazardous  waste  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumuiative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4. 4.2.3  No-Action  Aiternative 

Hazardous  Waste  Management.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  transfer  or 
outgrant  of  property  wouid  not  occur.  The  Air  Force  wouid  continue  to  generate 
simiiar  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  waste  as  under  baseiine  conditions  and 
wouid  be  responsibie  for  management  of  hazardous  waste  in  accordance  with 
appiicabie  reguiations  to  minimize  the  potentiai  for  impacts. 

Installation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative, 
ongoing  remediation  activities  wouid  be  continued  by  the  Air  Force  as  scheduied. 
There  wouid  be  no  impacts  associated  with  the  IRP  under  this  aiternative. 

Asbestos.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  management  of  ACM  throughout 
the  base  wouid  continue  to  be  the  responsibiiity  of  the  Air  Force.  The  Air  Force 
wouid  continue  to  manage  ACM  in  accordance  with  its  own  poiicy  and  appiicabie 
reguiations.  Management  of  ACM  in  accordance  with  appiicabie  reguiations 
wouid  preciude  any  impacts;  therefore,  no  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No- 
Action  Aiternative. 

Lead-Based  Paint.  Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  management  of  iead- 
based  paint  throughout  the  instaiiation  wouid  be  the  Air  Force’s  responsibiiity  and 
wouid  continue  as  under  baseiine  conditions.  The  Air  Force  wouid  continue  to 
manage  iead-based  paint  in  accordance  with  appiicabie  reguiations.  Appropriate 
management  of  iead-based  paint  in  accordance  with  appiicabie  reguiations 
wouid  preciude  any  impacts;  therefore,  no  impacts  are  anticipated  under  the  No- 
Action  Aiternative. 
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Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  anticipated  under 
the  No-Action  Aiternative,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  hazardous  waste  management  impacts  have  been 
identified;  therefore,  no  cumuiative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5  NATURAL  ENViRONMENT 

Potentiai  impacts  to  either  the  geoiogic  or  soii  resources  within  the  ROI  are 
evaiuated  in  this  section  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  and 
the  No-Action  Aiternative. 

4.5.1  Geoiogy  and  Solis 

4.5. 1. 1  Proposed  Action. 

The  evaiuation  of  potentiai  impacts  to  geoiogy  and  soiis  considered  the  amount 
of  area  disturbed  and  the  magnitude  of  this  disturbance;  whether  it  is  simpie 
grading  or  massive  earth  movements.  Other  concerns,  inciuding  impacts  to 
geoiogic  structure  or  seismicity,  minerai  resources,  or  paieontoiogicai  resources, 
are  aiso  addressed. 

Comparing  the  disturbed  areas  for  the  three  scenarios  on  a  time-weighted  basis 
(annuai  acreage  disturbed)  as  a  percentage  of  the  entire  base  area,  the  vaiues 
for  each  of  these  scenarios  are  very  simiiar.  They  aii  increase  from  the  eariiest 
period  to  the  iatest  period,  starting  with  vaiues  around  1  percent  of  the  totai  area 
per  year  and  ending  (in  the  iast  time  period)  with  vaiues  ranging  from  3.2  percent 
to  4.2  percent  per  year.  These  are  not  significant  vaiues  for  iand  area  disturbed. 
In  addition,  the  magnitude  of  disturbance  is  estimated  to  be  minor,  regardiess  of 
the  scenario,  because  the  type  of  deveiopment  (as  indicated  by  the  iand  use 
types)  and  the  present  topography  wouid  not  require  substantiai  earth-moving 
efforts. 

4.5. 1. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Under  Scenario  A,  the  iocai  geoiogy  of  the  Brooks  AFB  area  is  uniikeiy  to  be 
affected.  No  sedimentation  patterns  wouid  be  significantiy  aitered,  and  no 
structurai  movements  or  changes  in  seismicity  wouid  resuit.  No  paieontoiogicai 
finds  have  been  or  are  expected  to  be  made  on  Brooks  AFB. 

Sand  and  gravei  deposits  of  economic  interest  are  known  to  be  present, 
underiying  portions  of  Brooks  AFB  in  the  housing  area.  However,  the  proposed 
iand  uses  for  the  housing  areas  wouid  not  substantiaiiy  reduce  or  iimit  the 
avaiiabiiity  of  these  materiais  for  iocai  industry. 

Effects  on  regionai  soiis  wouid  be  minimai  and  wouid  resuit  primariiy  from  ground 
disturbance  associated  with  faciiity  construction,  renovation,  demoiition,  and 
infrastructure  improvement.  These  activities  couid  aiter  soii  profiies  and  iocai 
topography  through  siope  erosion  and  sediment  in-fiii  of  drainage  systems  and 
ponds. 
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Each  developer  disturbing  1  acre  or  more  would  be  required  to  obtain  an  NPDES 
permit  before  embarking  upon  any  construction  activity.  The  NPDES  permit, 
together  with  the  required  accompanying  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 
(SWPPP),  would  outline  strict  limitations  designed  to  protect  the  quality  of  the 
surface  water  and  groundwater  and  the  natural  environment  through  which  they 
flow. 

The  SWPPP  would  identify  specific  areas  of  existing  and  potential  soil  erosion, 
locations  of  structural  measures  for  sediment  control,  and  management  practices 
and  controls.  Use  of  the  management  practices  and  controls  would  reduce  the 
potential  for  erosion  of  disturbed  soils. 

Under  Scenario  A,  768  acres  would  be  disturbed  during  construction  activities 
from  2005  through  2020.  Because  local  soils  are  susceptible  to  erosion,  short¬ 
term  impacts  could  occur  during  such  ground-disturbing  activities  as  the 
demolition  of  existing  facilities,  removal  of  vegetative  cover,  or  grading.  Specific 
areas  of  concern  are  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs  and  are  shown  on 
Figure  3.5-2. 

Construction  in  the  north  portion  of  the  base  would  occur  on  Webb  and  Lewisville 
soils,  with  terrain  slopes  ranging  from  3-10  percent.  These  soils  are  classified  as 
having  poor,  but  acceptable,  characteristics  for  building  foundations  and  are 
underlain  by  clays  and  silty  clays.  Construction  activities  would  take  place  on 
moderately  to  extremely  erodible  soils.  Because  of  the  sloping  terrain  in  this 
area,  some  grading  and  excavation  will  be  necessary  for  development,  which  will 
increase  the  potential  for  erosion  and  consequent  sedimentation  in-fill  of 
downslope  floodplain  drainages  and  ponds  by  creating  adverse  slope  conditions 
and  exposed  subsoil.  Runoff  and  sediment  could  flow  into  the  existing 
catchment  provided  by  the  Golf  Course  Pond. 

Grading  activities  on  Hilly-Gravelly  Land  soils  may  occur  in  the  area  of  the 
existing  base  housing;  the  susceptibility  to  erosion  is  variable.  Eroded  materials 
could  flow  toward  drainages  leading  to  both  on-base  floodplains. 

Construction  in  areas  where  Lewisville  and  San  Antonio  clayey  loam  soils  are 
present  has  the  potential  for  erosion,  ranging  from  moderate  on  slopes  to  nearly 
nonexistent  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base.  For  development  on  Houston 
Black  terrace  deposits,  water  erosion  can  be  substantial;  however,  because  of 
the  level  terrain,  erosion  potential  is  very  low. 

Impacts  to  disturbed  soils  during  development  would  be  minimized  through  best 
management  practices  in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  outlined  in  the  Bexar 
County  Soil  Surveys  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  1991)  and  the 
recommendations  provided  by  the  district  NRCS.  The  recommended  measures 
are  further  discussed  below. 

•  Use  of  protective  covering  such  as  mulch,  straw,  plastic  netting,  or 
combinations  of  these  protective  coverings. 
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•  Placement  of  sandbags  for  diversion  of  flows  away  from  the  natural 
drainage  slopes,  partially  graded  streets,  and  graded  building  pads. 
Desilting  basins/sediment  basins  placed  at  the  bottom  of  slopes  can 
reduce  the  amount  of  silt  entering  wetlands  or  ponds. 

•  Maintenance  of  a  buffer  strip  of  vegetation  around  a  pond  or 
drainage,  where  possible,  to  filter  sediments. 

•  Revegetation  of  slopes  and  open  areas  as  soon  as  practical  with 
seeded,  wood-based  mulch. 

•  Limitation  of  the  amount  of  area  disturbed  and  the  length  of  time 
slopes  and  barren  ground  are  exposed. 

•  Retention  of  as  many  trees  and  shrubs  as  possible  adjacent  to 
exposed  ground  areas  for  use  as  natural  windbreaks. 

Once  disturbed  areas  have  been  covered  with  pavement,  buildings,  or 
vegetation,  their  susceptibility  to  erosion  is  significantly  reduced.  Upon 
completion  of  the  construction  phase,  maintaining  a  vegetative  cover  is  the  most 
effective,  long-term  erosion  control  strategy  for  areas  not  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces.  Soils  underlying  facilities  and  pavements  are  not  subject  to 
erosion.  Additional  soil  erosion  measures  could  be  implemented  by  the  future 
property  users. 

Because  best  management  practices  required  by  the  NPDES  and  the  SWPPP 
would  be  implemented  during  construction  activities,  no  significant  impacts  to 
local  geology  and  soils  are  anticipated  with  implementation  of  Scenario  A. 

4.5.1. 1.2  Scenario  B. 

Under  Scenario  B,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  Scenario  A.  A 
total  of  647  acres  would  be  disturbed  during  construction  activities,  a  reduction  of 
121  acres  from  Scenario  A.  As  a  result,  the  potential  for  soil  erosion  would  be 
lower,  and  no  impacts  are  expected. 

4.5.1. 1.3  Scenario  C. 

Under  Scenario  C,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  Scenario  A.  A 
total  of  843  acres  would  be  disturbed  during  construction  activities,  slightly  more 
than  under  Scenario  A.  However,  with  the  implementation  of  best  management 
practices  during  construction,  adverse  impacts  are  not  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  expected, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  to  geology  and  soils  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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4.5. 1.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  expected, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  to  geology  and  soils  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5. 1.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  no  new  construction  or  demolition  of  existing 
facilities  would  occur.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  geology  and  soils  are  anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  expected, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  to  geology  and  soils  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.2  Water  Resources 

The  following  subsections  describe  the  potential  impacts  to  water  resources  from 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

4.5.2.1  Proposed  Action. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  water  resources  within  the  ROI  considered 
the  density  of  new  construction,  roads,  and  other  impervious  surfaces  after 
development.  Changes  in  an  impervious  area  can  increase  the  volume  of  runoff, 
thus  causing  greater  flood  volumes  and  peak  flows,  while  shortening  the  times 
for  peak  flows  to  occur  after  the  start  of  rainfall.  Other  water  resources  concerns 
include  changes  to  the  amount  of  groundwater  recharge  and  impacts  to  the 
quality  of  both  surface  water  and  groundwater. 

To  compare  the  estimated  percentage  of  impervious  area  for  each  scenario,  the 
relative  amount  of  new  facility  construction  was  compared  to  the  total  amount  of 
area  for  that  land  use,  while  making  allowances  for  multi-story  buildings.  While 
the  results  of  such  calculations  are  rough,  they  show  that  the  increase  in 
impervious  area  would  be  a  relatively  small  amount  of  the  total  area,  on  the  order 
of  10  percent.  The  differences  between  the  values  for  the  three  scenarios  are 
much  less  (around  3  percent).  This  suggests  that  the  same  evaluation  would 
generally  apply  to  all  three  scenarios,  and  the  effect  of  the  change  in  impervious 
areas  to  the  hydrology  within  the  ROI  should  be  negligible. 
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4.5.2. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 


Under  Scenario  A,  the  local  water  resources  of  the  Brooks  AFB  area  are  unlikely 
to  be  affected.  No  impacts  to  floodplains,  groundwater  recharge,  flow  patterns, 
or  water  supply  are  expected,  and  water  quality  should  not  be  degraded. 

Surface  Water.  Under  Scenario  A,  development  would  cause  an  increase  in 
impervious  surfaces  and  storm  water  runoff  to  ponds,  intermittent  streams,  and 
storm  drains  and  drainage  systems  on  Brooks  AFB.  In  addition,  drainage 
patterns  could  be  altered  to  divert  runoff  from  and  around  construction  sites  and 
completed  facilities.  However,  because  the  project  sites  are  already  moderately 
developed  (paved,  built  on,  and  artificially  drained),  the  additional  construction  is 
not  expected  to  substantially  alter  the  volume  of  surface  runoff.  In  addition,  the 
developers  of  any  property  within  the  Brooks  AFB  boundaries  will  be  required  to 
coordinate  with  CoSA  in  designing  surface  drainage  facilities.  This  will  include 
the  use  of  storm  water  detention  or  retention  structures,  if  needed,  to  control  the 
rate  of  off-base  storm  water  drainage. 

It  is  possible  that  runoff  from  construction  areas  could  contribute  excessive 
contaminant  loads  to  local  drainages,  either  during  the  construction  period  or 
during  post-development  industrial  activities.  Of  particular  concern  is  that  runoff 
to  the  San  Juan  Acequia  during  more  severe  storm  events  could  add 
substantially  to  the  pollution.  Accordingly,  proposed  activities  will  be  subject  to 
NPDES  permit  requirements  for  storm  water  discharge  during  the  construction 
period  and  a  TPDES  permit  during  industrial  operations.  Issuance  of  both  a 
TPDES  permit  and  an  NPDES  permit  is  contingent  upon  the  development  of  an 
SWPPP  by  the  permittee,  who  would  then  be  subject  to  approval  by  TNRCC. 
SWPPP  requirements  under  the  TPDES  permit  include  an  outline  of  the  storm 
water  drainage  system  for  each  discharge  point,  a  summary  of  actual  and 
potential  pollutant/storm  water  contact  locations,  and  a  summary  of  current  and 
future  locations  of  surface  water  bodies.  The  SWPPP  would  also  incorporate 
storm  water  management  controls  and  preventive  maintenance  for  each  building. 

Although  construction  projects  on  sites  of  fewer  than  1  acre  would  not  be  subject 
to  NPDES  permit  requirements,  many  of  the  required  measures  for  sediment  and 
erosion  control  are  typically  implemented  as  part  of  standard  construction  best 
management  practices  on  construction  sites.  Implementation  of  these  measures 
would  minimize  both  the  erosion  and  sedimentation  from  construction  activities. 
Storm  water  best  management  practices  would  include  infiltration  of  runoff  on 
site,  flow  attenuation  by  vegetation  or  natural  depressions,  outfall  velocity 
dissipation  devices,  storm  water  retention  structures  and  artificial  wetlands,  and 
storm  water  detention  structures.  For  many  sites,  a  combination  of  these 
controls  is  appropriate.  Additional  measures  include  housekeeping  best 
management  practices. 

There  are  two  100-year  floodplains  and  one  flood-prone  area  mapped  on  the 
main  base.  No  new  development  would  occur  within  the  delineated  floodplains. 
The  floodplains  are  generally  associated  with  ponds  and  intermittent  streams. 
These  areas  have  been  established  and  would  continue  to  be  used  as  recreation 
areas  that  indirectly  cause  beneficial  impacts  because  such  uses  preserve  the 
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floodplains  and  restrict  future  development.  The  property  recipient  and/or  user 
would  be  responsible  for  notifying  the  community  floodplain  administrator  of 
development  in  order  to  ensure  that  all  construction  is  in  compliance  with  the 
community's  Flood  Hazard  Prevention  Ordinance/Court  Order. 

Groundwater.  Under  Scenario  A,  there  is  no  potential  for  direct  contamination 
of  groundwater  because  Brooks  AFB  overlies  the  saline  (nonpotable)  region  of 
the  Edwards  aquifer,  which  is  downgradient  of  the  freshwater  supply.  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  long-term  potential  for  indirect  groundwater  contamination  from 
general  operations  of  the  base  and  industrial  facilities  is  greater  than  for  the 
development  and  construction  phases.  Minor  spills  of  contaminants  onto  the 
ground  surface  over  time  may  result  in  contaminants  being  introduced  to  surface 
runoff,  which  may  ultimately  be  diverted  as  recharge  to  the  aquifer.  However, 
RCRA  regulations  for  handling  hazardous  materials  make  these  occurrences 
much  less  likely  than  in  the  past,  and  any  such  resultant  contamination  of 
groundwater  is  considered  unlikely. 

A  portion  of  the  economic  activity  that  is  anticipated  to  occur  in  the  ROI  could  be 
absorbed  through  development  of  property  on  Brooks  AFB.  As  such,  SAWS  has 
considered  the  projected  water  demand  in  planning  for  regional  growth. 
Implementation  of  Scenario  A  would  not  result  in  additional  increases  in  water 
demand  in  the  ROI.  In  addition,  when  the  SAWS  recycled  water  system 
becomes  operational  at  Brooks  AFB,  potable  water  consumption  on  base  could 
be  reduced  by  as  much  as  50  percent  from  current  quantities,  resulting  in  a 
beneficial  effect  on  the  groundwater  supply  in  the  region. 

Water  Quality.  Section  402(P)  of  the  CWA  requires  that  storm  water  discharges 
to  Waters  of  the  United  States  be  controlled  through  the  issuance  of  permits  to 
limit  pollutant  loading  from  non-point  sources.  There  are  two  different  types  of 
permits  issued  to  control  non-point  sources  and  manage  storm  water  quality. 

The  first  is  concerned  with  storm  water  runoff  from  construction  sites  or  similar 
areas  of  disturbance.  These  permits  will  continue  to  be  administered  by  the  U.S. 
EPA  through  July  2003.  At  that  time,  the  state  of  Texas  will  assume  the 
administrative  responsibility.  Therefore,  such  permits  are  referred  to  as  NPDES 
permits  in  this  EIS.  These  permits  are  required  for  construction  activities  such  as 
clearing,  grading,  and  excavations  that  result  in  the  disturbance  of  1  acre  or  more 
of  total  land  area,  including  areas  that  are  part  of  a  larger  common  plan  of 
development  or  sale  (40  CFR  Part  122.26[b][14][x]).  The  second  type  of  storm 
water  management  permit  is  concerned  with  the  runoff  originating  from  industrial 
facilities  that  already  exist  or  have  been  recently  completed.  The  responsibility 
for  issuing  and  administering  these  permits  is  presently  being  transferred  to  the 
TNRCC,  who  currently  issues  permits  under  EPA  rules.  Once  approved,  the 
TNRCC  will  begin  issuing  permits  under  their  proposed  rules.  Therefore,  permits 
for  industrial  storm  water  runoff  are  referred  to  in  this  EIS  as  TPDES  permits. 

Included  in  the  NPDES  permit  requirements  will  be  measures  for  controlling 
pollutants  from  construction  activities.  Specifically,  this  will  include  sediment  and 
erosion  controls  and  storm  water  management  measures.  Sediment  and  erosion 
controls  generally  address  pollutants  in  storm  water  generated  from  the  site 
during  the  time  when  construction  activities  are  occurring.  Storm  water 
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management  measures  are  generally  Implemented  before  and  during 
construction,  though  they  are  targeted  for,  and  result  In,  reductions  of  pollutants 
In  storm  water  discharged  from  the  site  after  the  construction  phase  Is 
completed. 

Construction  activities  that  could  alter  natural  drainages  would  temporarily  alter 
local  water  flow  patterns.  Storm  water  discharge  from  commercial  and  Industrial 
areas  may  contain  small  amounts  of  fuels,  oils,  and  other  residual  contaminants 
that  could  degrade  surface  water  resources.  In  addition,  nonpoint  source  runoff 
could  cause  higher  sediment  loads  In  drainage  systems  during  construction, 
when  soil  erosion  potential  Is  at  Its  maximum.  Demolition  of  buildings  could 
potentially  Increase  sediments  to  the  drainage  system.  However,  runoff  from 
construction  and  demolition  activities  would  be  short  term  and  confined  to  a 
relatively  small  area.  With  Implementation  of  best  management  practices,  effects 
to  water  resources  would  be  negligible. 

Proposed  activities  may  be  subject  to  NPDES  permit  requirements  for  storm 
water  discharge  during  the  construction  period  and  subsequently  subject  to 
TPDES  permit  requirements  for  continued  operation  of  Industrial  facilities. 

TPDES  permits  generally  Include  requirements  for  long-term  sampling  and 
monitoring  of  storm  water  outfalls. 

Because  best  management  practices  required  by  the  NPDES  and  the  SWPPP 
would  be  Implemented  during  construction  activities,  no  significant  Impacts  to 
local  surface  water  or  groundwater  resources  are  anticipated  with  Implementation 
of  Scenario  B. 

4.5.2.1.2  Scenario  B. 

Under  Scenario  B,  Impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  Scenario  A. 
Less  acreage  would  be  disturbed;  therefore,  the  potential  for  surface  water  runoff 
would  be  lower.  No  significant  Impacts  are  expected. 

4.5.2.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Under  Scenario  C,  Impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  Scenario  A. 
However,  with  the  Implementation  of  best  management  practices  during 
construction,  adverse  Impacts  are  not  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  Impacts  expected, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required  beyond  those  that  will  be  required  under 
the  TPDES  permit. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  Impacts  to  water  resources  have  been  Identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  Impacts  are  anticipated. 
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4.5.2.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action.  However,  because  the  Air  Force  would  own  the  discharge 
points,  the  Air  Force  would  be  the  permittee  or  co-permittee. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts 
expected,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  to  water  resources  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.2.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  no  new  development  would  occur.  Therefore, 
no  impacts  to  water  resources  are  anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  impacts  to  water  resources  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.3  Air  Quaiity 

This  section  discusses  the  potential  impacts  to  air  quality  from  the  Proposed 
Action,  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Section  1 76c  of  the  CAA  provides  that  a  federal  agency  cannot  support  an 
activity  in  any  way  unless  the  federal  agency  determines  that  the  activity  will 
conform  to  the  state  implementation  plan’s  purpose  of  attaining  and  maintaining 
the  NAAQS.  In  accordance  with  this  part  of  the  Act,  U.S.  EPA  announced 
promulgation  of  its  final  conformity  rule  for  general  federal  actions  for 
nonattainment  and  maintenance  areas  in  the  November  30,  1993,  Federal 
Register  (40  CFR  Part  51 ).  The  final  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  transfer  or 
outgrant  of  Brooks  AFB  because  of  the  attainment  status  of  the  region.  As  such, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Air  Force  to  prepare  a  conformity  determination  for  the 
transfer  or  outgrant  of  Brooks  AFB. 

If  the  proposed  8-hour  ozone  standard  is  upheld,  and  the  area  is  designated  as  a 
non-attainment  area,  the  BCBP  would  be  subject  to  the  General  Conformity  Rule. 
Since  the  maximum  annual  emissions  calculated  for  the  project  exceed  the 
U.S.  ERA’S  de  minimus  values  for  nonattainment  areas,  the  project  would 
undergo  a  conformity  determination,  unless  one  of  the  other  exceptions  listed  in 
the  Rule  applied.  To  demonstrate  compliance  with  the  conformity  regulation, 
emissions  from  the  project  would  be  compared  to  the  SIP  emission  budget,  when 
it  is  developed.  The  SIP  has  not  yet  been  developed  because  of  the  area’s 
current  status  as  an  attainment  area. 
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Due  to  the  uncertain  status  of  the  8-hour  ozone  standard  and  the  current 
attainment  status  of  the  area,  this  project  is  not  currentiy  subject  to  generai 
conformity.  However,  if  and  when  the  area  is  redesignated  as  nonattainment, 
and  the  project  becomes  subject  to  generai  conformity  reguiations,  the  impact  of 
the  project  wiii  be  re-evaiuated,  as  necessary,  to  demonstrate  compiiance  with 
generai  conformity. 

4.5.3.1  Proposed  Action. 

Construction  and  operation  activities  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  wouid 
resuit  in  increased  air  emissions.  Construction-reiated  emissions  wouid  consist 
primariiy  of  fugitive  dust  and  combustion  emissions  and  mobiie  source 
emissions.  Operationai  emissions  are  expected  to  occur  from  mobiie  sources 
such  as  base  vehicies,  customer  traffic,  and  personai  commute  travei. 

Operationai  emissions  aiso  reiate  to  sources  inciuding  storage  tanks,  generators, 
and  boiiers. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  responsibiiity  for  managing  smaii  stationary 
sources  shifts  from  a  faciiity-wide  Potentiai  to  Emit  to  various  users.  Under  the 
CAA  and  the  state  of  Texas,  responsibiiity  for  iocai  permits  is  with  the 
owner/operator  of  the  faciiity.  Any  area  maintained  by  the  Air  Force  wouid 
continue  to  be  operated  and  managed  by  the  Air  Force. 

The  methods  seiected  to  anaiyze  potentiai  air  quaiity  impacts  are  based  on  the 
type  of  emission  source  examined  (Appendix  G).  This  anaiysis  invoived 
estimating  the  amount  of  fugitive  dust  emitted  during  grading,  excavation,  and 
demoiition  activities,  and  the  combustion  emissions  associated  with  construction 
equipment  and  worker  vehicies.  The  anaiysis  for  source  emissions  during  the 
operations  phase  consisted  of  caicuiating  emissions  from  vehicies,  point  sources, 
and  area  sources  associated  with  each  aiternative.  These  emissions  were  then 
evaiuated  to  determine  how  they  wouid  affect  the  region’s  abiiity  to  maintain 
NAAQS  and  air  quaiity  standards  for  attainment  areas.  No  major  sources  are 
expected  as  part  of  the  deveiopment  presented  in  the  scenarios  described  beiow. 

Air  quaiity  emissions  were  caicuiated  through  2020  (year  of  totai  empioyment). 
Emission  factors  and  methodoiogy  obtained  from  the  Caiifornia  Environmentai 
Quaiity  Act  (CEQA)  Handbook  (South  Coast  Air  Quaiity  Management  District, 
1993)  were  used  to  caicuiate  construction,  mobiie  source,  and  area  source 
emissions.  Aii  emissions  were  caicuiated  using  appiied  EPA  AP-42  emission 
factors.  These  emission  factors  are  generic  and  appiicabie  to  aii  areas  of  the 
country. 

4.5.3. 1. 1  Scenario  A 

Construction.  Construction  activities  under  Scenario  A  wouid  generate 
emissions  from  heavy  equipment  usage,  construction  workers’  travei,  fugitive 
dust  from  ground-disturbing  activities,  and  area  emissions  associated  with 
architecturai  coating  (considered  temporary  for  this  anaiysis).  Construction 
emissions  for  the  20-year  anaiysis  period  are  iisted  in  Tabie  4.5-1 .  Under 
Scenario  A,  average  annuai  PMio  emissions  were  estimated  to  be  56.3  tons  per 
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Table  4.5-1.  Construction  Emissions  for  Criteria  Pollutants 
(tons  per  year)*^* 


Scenarios 

0 

Q. 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

2001  -  2005 

Scenario  A 

24.2 

10.3 

47.6 

3.2 

Scenario  B 

20.1 

7.2 

33.1 

2.3 

Scenario  C 

26.8 

12.0 

55.3 

3.8 

2006-2010 

Scenario  A 

61.9 

25.9 

119.0 

8.1 

Scenario  B 

51.3 

18.0 

82.8 

5.6 

Scenario  C 

67.8 

30.1 

138.4 

9.4 

2011  -2020 

Scenario  A 

82.7 

33.6 

154.7 

10.5 

Scenario  B 

68.4 

23.4 

107.7 

7.3 

Scenario  C 

91.0 

39.1 

179.9 

12.2 

Notes:  (a)  SO2  not  included  in  table;  quantity  is  negligible  (less  than  0.001  ton  per  year), 
(b)  PM10  emissions  include  combustion  and  fugitive  emissions. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide 
NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter 
VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 


year  during  the  20-year  analysis  period  or  an  average  of  approximately  0.23  ton 
per  day  (Table  4.5-1).  The  greatest  PM10  emissions,  estimated  to  be  82.7  tons 
per  year,  would  result  during  construction  activities  conducted  between  201 1  and 
2020.  Construction  emissions  include  both  land  disturbance  activities,  such  as 
grading  and  other  related  construction  processes,  and  mobile  equipment  and 
mobile  sources.  These  emissions  would  not  hinder  maintenance  of  the  NAAQS 
with  the  ROI. 

These  emissions  would  create  elevated,  short-term  concentrations  at  receptors 
close  to  the  construction  areas.  However,  the  elevated  concentrations  would  be 
temporary  and  would  fall  off  rapidly  with  distance.  Estimated  daily  average  PM10 
emissions  would  not  cause  or  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  24-hour 
NAAQS  for  PM10. 

Average  annual  emissions  of  VOCs,  NOx,  and  CO  from  demolition/construction 
equipment  for  the  20-year  construction  period  were  estimated  to  be  7.3,  1 07.1 , 
and  23.3  tons  per  year,  respectively.  SO2  emissions  would  be  negligible  (less 
than  0.001  ton  per  year).  These  emissions  would  be  temporary  and  would  not  be 
significant. 

Operation.  An  emissions  summary  through  2020  is  presented  in  Table  4.5-2. 
These  emissions  would  be  from  both  direct  and  indirect  sources  associated  with 
development.  It  is  assumed  that  some  facilities  would  produce  HAPs  in  small 
quantities.  If  a  service  station  was  included,  benzene  emissions  of  approximately 
1 .7  tons  per  year  could  occur.  These  emissions  would  not  increase  the  existing 
HAPs  baseline  at  the  base  to  significant  levels.  HAPs  regulated  under  Section 
1 12b  of  the  CAAA  are  not  considered  significant  unless  there  is  the  potential  to 
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Table  4.5-2.  Operational  Emissions  for  Criteria  Pollutants  - 
2020  (tons  per  year)*^* 


Scenario 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

Scenario  A 

1.0 

5.0 

29.0 

0.3 

Scenario  B 

0.6 

3.0 

17.5 

0.2 

Scenario  C 

0.9 

4.5 

26.1 

0.2 

Notes:  (a)  SO2  not  included  in  table;  quantity  is  negligible  (less  than  0.001  ton  per  year), 
(b)  PM10  emissions  include  combustion  and  fugitive  emissions. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide 
NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter 
VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 


emit  at  least  25  tons  per  year  (combined  hazardous  pollutants)  or  10  tons  per 
year  of  a  single  pollutant  results  from  operating  the  source.  All  regulated 
stationary  sources  would  have  to  comply  with  local  air  emissions  control 
equipment  requirements  and  other  applicable  regulatory  requirements. 

Direct  source  emissions  would  include  small  stationary  sources  such  as 
emergency  generators,  boilers,  fuel  storage  tanks,  and  mobile  source  emissions. 
Indirect  sources  would  include  fugitive  and  area  emissions  from  unregulated 
sources  such  as  paints,  lawnmowers,  cleaners,  solvents,  and  chemicals,  and 
smaller  stationary  sources  such  as  unregulated  boilers. 

These  stationary  sources  would  not  be  considered  major  sources  by  design  or 
operation.  Within  the  Mixed  Use  area,  office  park  facilities  would  produce  the 
largest  number  of  mobile  source  emissions.  Emissions  from  restaurants,  a 
service  station,  a  supermarket,  and  an  auto  dealership  proposed  in  this  area 
would  likely  be  negligible  and,  therefore,  exempt  from  permitting  requirements.  A 
screening  method  was  used  to  estimate  operational  emissions  for  energy 
consumption  using  pounds-per-acre  and  land  use  emission  factors. 

No  regulated  major  sources,  as  defined  in  the  CAA  under  40  CFR  Part  52, 
Subpart  A-52.21 ,  Attainment  Area  PSD  Thresholds,  have  been  included  for  any 
of  the  scenarios.  When  a  source  is  not  defined  as  a  major  source,  potential  to 
emit  from  stationary  sources  must  reach  or  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  PSD 
requirements  to  apply.  Secondary  emissions  are  not  included  when  determining 
potential  to  emit.  Under  Scenario  A,  total  increases  in  emissions  from  stationary 
sources  would  be  less  than  250  tons  per  year  based  on  engineering  and 
operational  design  (Table  4.5-2).  Therefore,  emissions  resulting  from  operations 
would  not  be  considered  significant  or  require  a  facility  PSD  permit.  If  it  is 
determined  that  air  emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase  over 
those  projected  (see  Table  4.5-2),  a  Title  V  permit  application  may  be  required. 
Under  state  of  Texas  regulations,  for  smaller  sources  such  as  small  generators 
or  boilers,  local  general  operating  permitting  requirements  may  be  applicable  to 
commercial  or  other  federal  lessees  prior  to  construction  activities. 

Under  Scenario  A,  emissions  associated  with  operations  (see  Table  4.5-2)  for 
NOx  and  CO  would  increase  over  baseline  conditions  by  29.0  and  5.0  tons  per 
year,  respectively,  by  2020.  The  potential  to  emit  for  all  criteria  pollutants  (CO, 
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NOx,  PMio,  SO2,  and  VOCs)  would  be  less  than  the  250-ton-per-year  U.S.  EPA 
significance  threshold. 


Mobile  Sources.  The  analysis  for  mobile  source  emissions  was  based  on  the 
proposed  square  footage  of  new  facility  space.  For  the  MFH  area,  mobile 
emissions  were  calculated  based  on  the  type  of  dwelling  unit.  Mobile  source 
emissions  are  not  Included  In  PSD  significance  thresholds.  The  largest  Increase 
In  emissions  would  result  from  mobile  sources. 

Table  4.5-3  provides  a  comparison  of  the  Increase  In  NOx,  VOCs,  and  CO  as  a 
result  of  mobile  source  emissions.  By  2020  under  Scenario  A,  NOx,  VOC,  and 
CO  emissions  would  Increase  over  current  conditions  by  0.6  percent, 

1 .4  percent,  and  1 .6  percent,  respectively.  PM10  emissions  (34.8  tons  per  year) 
from  mobile  sources  In  2020  would  not  be  significant.  SO2  emissions  would  be 
negligible.  Implementation  of  Scenario  A  would  not  hinder  maintenance  of  the 
NAAOS  within  the  ROI. 


Table  4.5-3.  Mobile  Source  Emissions  -  2020  (tons  per  year)*^* 


NO 

X 

VOCs 

CO 

Increase 

over 

Baseline 

Percent 

Increase 

over 

Baseline 

Percent 

Increase 

over 

Baseline 

Percent 

Scenario  A 

204.9 

0.6 

393.4 

1.4 

3,765.0 

1.6 

Scenario  B 

101.8 

0.3 

177.3 

0.6 

1,741.1 

0.8 

Scenario  C 

175.1 

0.5 

294.0 

1.1 

2,950.0 

1.2 

Regional  Mobile  Source 

Inventory 

35,478.0 

27,864.1 

228,537.5 

Notes:  (a)  SO2  not  included  in  table;  quantity  is  negligible  (less  than  0.001  ton  per  year).  Baseline  PM10  quantity  not 
included  in  TNRCC  inventory. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide 

NOx  =  nitrogen  oxide 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 

Source:  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission,  1998 


All  mobile  source  emissions  were  calculated  using  the  CEQA  Handbook.  The 
trip  length  for  all  land  use  categories  was  the  default  value  of  10.7  miles,  based 
on  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  Trip  Generation  Manual  (1991).  The 
average  default  speed  In  the  Trip  Generation  Manual,  35  miles  per  hour,  was 
assumed  over  the  entire  trip  length.  For  each  land  use  category,  the  average 
number  of  dally  trips  shown  In  Chapter  2.0  was  used  In  the  analysis. 

Although  PM10  emissions  have  been  calculated  for  the  mobile  sources,  they  are 
not  compared  to  baseline  data,  as  these  data  are  not  available  from  TNRCC. 
Average  annual  PM10  emissions  (25.5-ton-per-year  Increase  over  current 
conditions)  from  mobile  sources  In  2020  would  not  be  significant. 

Implementation  of  Scenario  A  would  not  hinder  maintenance  of  the  NAAQS 
within  the  ROI. 
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4.5.3.1.2  Scenario  B 


Construction.  The  emissions  associated  with  construction  activities  for 
Scenario  B  are  presented  in  Tabie  4.5-1 .  Under  Scenario  B,  average  annuai 
PMio  emissions  were  estimated  to  be  46.6  tons  per  year,  or  a  daiiy  average  of 
0.1 9  ton  per  day,  during  the  20-year  anaiysis  period.  These  emissions  wouid 
cause  eievated  short-term  concentrations  at  receptors  ciose  to  the  construction 
areas.  However,  the  eievated  concentrations  wouid  be  temporary  and  wouid  faii 
off  rapidiy  with  distance.  Estimated  daiiy  average  PMio  emissions  wouid  not 
exceed  the  24-hour  NAAQS  for  PMio.  Average  annuai  emissions  of  VOCs,  NOx, 
and  CO  from  demoiition  or  construction  equipment  were  estimated  to  be  5.1 , 

74.5,  and  16.2  tons  per  year,  respectiveiy.  SO2  emissions  wouid  be  negiigibie 
(iess  than  0.001  ton  per  year).  These  emissions  wouid  be  temporary  and  wouid 
not  be  significant. 

Operation.  Under  Scenario  B,  totai  NOx  and  CO  emissions  for  Brooks  AFB 
wouid  increase  over  baseiine  conditions  by  17.5  and  3.0  tons  per  year, 
respectiveiy,  by  2020  (see  Tabie  4.5-2).  These  emissions  wouid  not  increase  the 
existing  HAPs  baseiine  at  the  instaiiation  to  major  source  ieveis.  HAPs  reguiated 
under  Section  1 12b  of  the  CAA  are  not  considered  to  meet  major  source  ieveis 
uniess  there  is  the  potentiai  to  emit  at  ieast  25  tons  per  year  (combined 
hazardous  poiiutants)  or  10  tons  per  year  of  a  singie  poiiutant  resuits  from 
operating  the  source.  Aii  reguiated  stationary  sources  wouid  have  to  compiy  with 
iocai  air  emissions  controi  equipment  requirements  and  other  appiicabie 
reguiatory  requirements. 

Emissions  of  aii  criteria  poiiutants  (CO,  NOx,  PM10,  SO2,  and  VOCs)  wouid  be 
iess  than  the  250-ton-per-year  U.S.  EPA  major  source  threshoid. 

Mobile  Sources.  By  2020  under  Scenario  B,  NOx,  VOC,  and  CO  emissions 
from  Brooks  AFB  wouid  increase  over  baseiine  conditions  by  0.3,  0.6,  and 
0.8  percent,  respectiveiy  (see  Tabie  4.5-3).  PM10  emissions  (15.7  tons  per  year) 
from  mobiie  sources  in  2020  is  not  expected  to  be  significant.  Impiementation  of 
Scenario  B  wouid  not  hinder  maintenance  of  the  NAAOS  within  the  ROI. 

4.5.3.1.3  Scenario  C 

Construction.  The  greatest  PM10  emissions,  estimated  to  be  91 .0  tons  per  year, 
wouid  resuit  during  construction  activities  associated  with  Scenario  C  conducted 
between  201 1  and  2020  (see  Tabie  4.5-1 ).  These  emissions  wouid  not  hinder 
maintenance  of  the  NAAQS  with  the  ROI.  Average  annuai  PM10  emissions  were 
estimated  to  be  61 .9  tons  per  year,  or  a  daiiy  average  of  0.26  ton  per  day,  during 
the  20-year  anaiysis  period  (see  Tabie  4.5-1). 

These  emissions  wouid  cause  eievated,  short-term  concentrations  at  receptors 
ciose  to  the  construction  areas.  Estimated  daiiy  average  PM10  emissions  wouid 
not  exceed  the  24-hour  NAAQS  for  PM10.  The  eievated  concentrations  wouid  be 
temporary  and  wouid  faii  off  rapidiy  with  distance.  Average  annuai  emissions  of 
VQCs,  NQx,  and  CQ  from  demoiition/construction  equipment  were  estimated  to 
be  8.5  tons  per  year,  124.5  tons  per  year,  and  27.1  tons  per  year,  respectiveiy. 
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SO2  emissions  wouid  be  negiigibie  (iess  than  0.001  ton  per  year).  Impacts  from 
these  emissions  wouid  be  temporary  and  insignificant. 

Operation.  The  greatest  VOCs,  NOx,  and  CO  emissions  are  39.1,  179.9,  and 

12.2  tons  per  year  for  the  201 1  through  2020  period.  Under  Scenario  C,  NOx 
and  CO  emissions  for  Brooks  AFB  wouid  increase  over  baseiine  conditions  by 
26.1  and  0.2  tons  per  year,  respectiveiy,  by  2020  (see  Tabie  4.5-2).  These 
emissions  wouid  not  increase  the  existing  HAPs  baseiine  at  the  instaiiation  to 
major  source  ieveis.  HAPs  reguiated  under  Section  1 1 2b  of  the  CAA  are  not 
considered  significant  uniess  there  is  the  potentiai  to  emit  at  ieast  25  tons  per 
year  (combined  hazardous  poiiutants)  or  1 0  tons  per  year  of  a  singie  poiiutant 
resuits  from  operating  the  source.  Aii  reguiated  stationary  sources  wouid  have  to 
compiy  with  iocai  air  emissions  controi  equipment  requirements  and  other 
appiicabie  reguiatory  requirements. 

Emissions  of  aii  criteria  poiiutants  (CO,  NOx,  PM10,  SO2,  and  VOCs)  wouid  be 
iess  than  the  250-ton-per-year  U.S.  EPA  significance  threshoid. 

Mobile  Sources.  By  2020  under  Scenario  C,  NOx,  VOC,  and  CO  emissions 
wouid  increase  by  0.5,  1 .1 ,  and  1 .2  percent,  respectiveiy  (see  Tabie  4.5-3).  PM10 
emissions  (26.1  tons  per  year)  from  mobiie  sources  in  2020  wouid  not  be 
significant.  Impiementation  of  Scenario  C  wouid  not  hinder  maintenance  of  the 
NAAOS  within  the  ROI. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts,  mitigation 
measures  are  not  required.  However,  severai  measures  are  avaiiabie  to 
minimize  emissions  of  criteria  poiiutants.  Any  optionai  mitigation  measures 
seiected  wouid  be  incorporated  by  the  property  recipient  and/or  user.  Dust 
suppressants,  wetting  techniques,  and  monitored  speeds  on  unpaved  roads 
during  construction  couid  be  impiemented  to  reduce  emissions  of  dust  and 
particuiate  matter  (45-85-percent  reduction  efficiency).  Utiiizing  iow-VOC  and 
environmentaiiy  compatibie  buiiding  materiais  (25-100  percent  transfer  efficiency) 
couid  reduce  VOC  emissions.  Use  of  energy-efficient  appiiances,  where 
appiicabie  within  the  deveioped  areas,  couid  further  reduce  stationary  source 
emissions  (up  to  85  percent  reduction  efficiency).  During  the  operationai  phase, 
carpooiing  wouid  reduce  potentiai  mobiie  source  emissions. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  No  significant  impacts  to  air  quaiity  have  been  identified; 
therefore,  no  cumuiative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.3.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  impacts  to  air  quaiity  wouid  be  simiiar  to  those 
described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  significant  adverse  air  quaiity 
impacts  expected,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required.  Optionai  mitigation 
measures  wouid  be  simiiar  to  those  described  for  Scenario  A,  and  wouid  be  the 
responsibiiity  of  the  property  user. 
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Cumulative  Impacts.  No  impacts  to  air  quaiity  have  been  identified;  therefore, 
no  cumuiative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.3.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Aiternative,  the  BCBP  wouid  not  be  impiemented.  Existing 
operations  wouid  continue  in  compiiance  with  appiicabie  federai,  state,  and  iocai 
reguiations.  No  air  quaiity  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  adverse  air  quaiity  impacts 
expected,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  No  impacts  to  air  quaiity  have  been  identified;  therefore, 
no  cumuiative  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.4  Noise 

Environmentai  impact  anaiysis  reiated  to  noise  inciudes  the  potentiai  effects  on 
iocai  human  and  animai  popuiations.  Noise  ieveis  associated  with  construction 
activities  wouid  be  short-term  and  temporary,  and  no  impacts  are  anticipated. 

4.5.4.1  Proposed  Action. 

The  foiiowing  anaiysis  estimates  the  extent  and  magnitude  of  noise  ieveis 
generated  by  increased  surface  traffic  under  the  Proposed  Action,  using  the 
Federai  Highway  Administration’s  Highway  Noise  Modei  (see  Section  3.5.4). 
Tabie  4.5-4  summarizes  the  predicted  noise  ieveis  at  5,  1 0,  and  20  years  under 
the  Proposed  Action. 

4.5.4. 1. 1  Scenario  A. 

Noise  ieveis  under  Scenario  A  wouid  increase  by  2020  due  to  the  increase  in 
traffic  voiumes.  The  estimated  noise  ieveis  (Ldn)  on  sensitive  receptors  wouid  be 
between  63  dB  and  67  dB,  an  increase  of  up  to  3  dB  over  No-Action  Aiternative 
noise  ieveis  (see  Tabie  4.5-4).  These  noise  ieveis  are  within  2  dB  of  the  HUD 
guideiine  of  65  dB  acceptabie  ievei  for  residentiai  areas.  Therefore,  no 
significant  noise  impacts  are  expected. 

4.5.4.1.2  Scenarios. 

Noise  ieveis  under  Scenario  B  wouid  increase  by  2020  due  to  the  increase  in 
traffic  voiumes.  The  estimated  noise  ieveis  (Ldn)  on  sensitive  receptors  wouid  be 
between  63  dB  and  67  dB,  an  increase  of  up  to  3  dB  over  No-Action  Aiternative 
noise  ieveis  (see  Tabie  4.5-4).  These  noise  ieveis  are  within  2  dB  of  the  HUD 
guideiine  of  65  dB  acceptabie  ievei  for  residentiai  areas.  Therefore,  no 
significant  noise  impacts  are  expected. 
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Table  4.5-4.  Predicted  Day-Night  Average  Noise  Levels  on  Sensitive  Receptors  along  Key  Roadways 


dB 

dB 

dB 

Sensitive 

Level  (Ldn) 

Increase*®’ 

Level  (Ldn) 

Increase*®’ 

Level  (Ldn) 

Increase*®’ 

Receptor 

Alternative 

(2005) 

(dB) 

(2010) 

(dB) 

(2020) 

(dB) 

Single-Family 
Housing  on 

Goliad  Road 

Scenario  A 

63 

1 

64 

1 

66 

3 

Scenario  B 

63 

1 

64 

1 

66 

3 

Scenario  C 

63 

1 

64 

1 

66 

3 

No-Action  Alternative 

62 

- 

63 

- 

63 

- 

Residential  Area 
on  S.E.  Military 
Drive 

Scenario  A 

65 

1 

65 

1 

66 

2 

Scenario  B 

65 

1 

65 

1 

66 

2 

Scenario  C 

64 

0 

65 

1 

65 

1 

No-Action  Alternative 

64 

__ 

64 

- 

64 

- 

Single-Family 
Housing  on 

South  Presa 

Street 

Scenario  A 

64 

0 

64 

0 

65 

0 

Scenario  B 

64 

0 

64 

0 

65 

0 

Scenario  C 

64 

0 

64 

0 

65 

0 

No-Action  Alternative 

64 

64 

65 

- 

Texas  Center 
for  Infectious 
Disease  on  S.E. 
Military  Drive 

Scenario  A 

67 

0 

67 

0 

67 

0 

Scenario  B 

67 

0 

67 

0 

67 

0 

Scenario  C 

67 

0 

67 

0 

67 

0 

No-Action  Alternative 

67 

- 

67 

- 

67 

- 

Note:  (a)  Compared  with  the  No-Action  Aiternative. 
dB  =  decibei 

L(jn  =  day-night  average  sound  levei 


4.5.4.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Noise  levels  under  Scenario  C  would  increase  by  2020  due  to  the  increase  in 
traffic  volumes.  The  estimated  noise  levels  (Ldn)  on  sensitive  receptors  would  be 
between  63  dB  and  67  dB,  an  increase  of  up  to  3  dB  over  No-Action  Alternative 
noise  levels  (see  Table  4.5-4).  These  noise  levels  are  within  2  dB  of  the  HUD 
guideline  of  65  dB  acceptable  level  for  residential  areas.  Therefore,  no 
significant  noise  impacts  are  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  Noise  impacts  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the 
BCBP  would  be  minimal  and  not  significant.  However,  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  BCBP,  when  added  to  other  future  actions  and  projects  within  the  region, 
may  create  a  cumulative  impact. 
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Additional  surface  traffic  or  air  traffic  noise  may  result  and  create  higher  noise 
levels. 

4.5.4.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  noise  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  Noise  impacts  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the 
BCBP  would  be  minimal  and  not  significant.  However,  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  BCBP,  when  added  to  other  future  actions  and  projects  within  the  region, 
may  create  a  cumulative  impact. 

Additional  surface  traffic  or  air  traffic  noise  may  result  and  create  higher  noise 
levels. 

4.5.4.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB 
would  increase  slightly  due  to  regional  growth.  No  substantial  increases  in  the 
noise  levels  in  the  adjacent  residential  areas  are  expected. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  adverse  noise  impacts  have  been  identified  for  the 
No-Action  Alternative.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.5.5  Bioiogicai  Resources 

This  section  discusses  potential  impacts  to  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  and  sensitive  habitats  at  Brooks  AFB,  from  implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

4.5.5.1  Proposed  Action 

4.5.5. 1. 1  Scenario  A 

Vegetation.  The  majority  of  the  on-base  open  space  is  in  the  east  and 
southeast  portions  of  the  base.  Plant  species  present  in  these  open  areas  are 
common  within  the  ROI,  and  are  not  considered  to  be  sensitive;  therefore,  no 
significant  impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation  are  expected.  Construction  activities 
would  create  ground  disturbance  and  short-term  impacts  to  vegetation. 

However,  implementation  of  Scenario  A  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in  direct  and 
long-term,  irreversible  impacts  to  vegetation. 


4-56 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


Wildlife.  Construction  activities  wouid  create  ground  disturbance  and  short-term 
impacts  to  the  overaii  wiidiife  popuiation.  However,  most  wiidiife  species  known 
to  inhabit  the  base  are  common  and/or  disturbance-toierant.  Potentiai  impacts  to 
wiidiife  couid  inciude  ioss  of  foraging  habitat,  dispiacement  of  individuais  to 
adjacent  areas,  and  direct  mortaiity  to  individuais  of  iess  mobiie  or  burrowing 
species  (e.g.,  pocket  gophers,  mice).  Such  impacts  to  common  wiidiife  species 
are  not  expected  to  be  substantiai,  and  impiementation  of  Scenario  A  is  not 
anticipated  to  resuit  in  direct  and  iong-term,  irreversibie  impacts  to  the  overaii 
wiidiife  popuiation. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  No  federaiiy  or  state-iisted  rare, 
threatened,  or  endangered  piant  or  wiidiife  species  are  known  to  occur  on  Brooks 
AFB  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1996c).  Consequentiy,  there  wouid  be  no  direct  impacts  to 
threatened  or  endangered  species  on  the  base  with  impiementation  of 
Scenario  A. 

Aithough  there  is  potentiai  for  remote  indirect  impacts  to  threatened  and 
endangered  species  associated  with  the  Edwards  aquifer  and  the  San  Marcos 
and  Comai  springs  (see  Section  3.5.5,  Bioiogicai  Resources),  Brooks  AFB 
purchases  its  water  from  SAWS  and  does  not  directiy  affect  the  withdrawai  of 
water  from  the  aquifer.  Withdrawai  of  water  from  the  Edwards  aquifer  impacts 
spring  fiow  of  the  Comai  and  San  Marcos  springs,  aithough  the  reiationship 
between  specific  withdrawais  and  spring  fiow  has  not  been  estabiished.  The 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wiidiife  Service  (USFWS)  has  determined  that  minimum  spring 
fiows  are  required  to  avoid  impacts  on  protected  species. 

The  projected  water  demand  due  to  Scenario  A  wouid  be  negiigibie  compared  to 
the  projected  demand  in  the  ROI.  As  discussed  in  Section  4. 5.2.1 .1 ,  a  portion  of 
the  economic  activity  that  is  anticipated  to  occur  in  the  ROI  couid  be  absorbed 
through  deveiopment  of  property  on  Brooks  AFB.  Increased  projected  water 
demand  is  being  considered  by  SAWS  in  pianning  for  regionai  growth.  SAWS  is 
aiso  activeiy  pursuing  aiternative  sources  of  water,  other  than  the  Edwards 
aquifer,  to  heip  meet  demand.  Therefore,  impacts  to  threatened  and  endangered 
species  are  not  anticipated. 

Sensitive  Habitats.  The  southwest  and  southeast  portions  of  the  base  support 
sensitive  habitats  such  as  wetiands  (see  Section  3. 5. 5.4).  Figure  3.5-3  shows 
the  iocation  of  the  jurisdictionai  wetiands.  The  wetiands  present  on  Brooks  AFB 
are  aii  within  areas  that  wouid  not  be  deveioped  (proposed  as  open  space  iand 
use)  or  disturbed  under  Scenario  A.  Further,  measures  required  by  the  TPDES 
permit  wouid  minimize  indirect  impacts  to  wetiands  from  runoff  and  erosion. 
Therefore,  impiementation  of  Scenario  A  is  not  anticipated  to  resuit  in  direct  and 
iong-term,  irreversibie  impacts  to  the  wetiand  habitats. 

4.5.5.1.2  Scenario  B. 

Potentiai  impacts  to  vegetation,  wiidiife,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and 
sensitive  habitats  are  generaiiy  anticipated  to  be  the  same  as  the  potentiai 
impacts  described  for  Scenario  A,  in  Section  4. 5. 5.1 .1 .  However,  because  the 
acreage  to  be  disturbed  by  deveiopment  activities  wouid  be  iess  than  in 
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Scenario  A,  potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  from  implementation  of 
Scenario  B  are  anticipated  to  be  less  substantial. 

4.5.5.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Potential  impacts  to  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and  endangered  species  and 
sensitive  habitats  are  generally  anticipated  to  be  the  same  as  the  potential 
impacts  discussed  for  Scenario  A.  However,  because  acreage  to  be  disturbed 
would  be  greater  than  in  Scenario  A,  potential  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be 
greater. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  significant  adverse  biological  resources  impacts  have 
been  identified;  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.5.5.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed 
under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  significant  adverse  biological  resources  impacts  have 
been  identified;  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.5.5.3  No-Action  Alternative. 

If  the  No-Action  Alternative  is  implemented,  there  would  be  no  direct  or  indirect 
impacts  on  biological  resources.  In  addition,  because  implementation  of  SAWS's 
recycled  water  distribution  system  would  occur,  water  usage  will  be  less  than 
under  baseline  conditions.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  biological  resources  are 
anticipated. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Because  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts, 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  No  significant  adverse  biological  resources  impacts  have 
been  identified;  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are  not  expected. 

4.5.6  Cuiturai  Resources 

The  transfer,  lease,  sale,  or  outgrant  of  federal  property  or  any  other  type  of 
project  that  falls  under  the  requirements  of  cultural  resources  legislative 
mandates  constitutes  an  undertaking  under  the  NHPA.  These  types  of  activities 
have  the  potential  to  cause  adverse  effects  on  any  historic  properties  within  the 
ROI.  However,  adverse  effects  can  be  mitigated  to  non-adverse  levels  by 
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applying  appropriate  mitigation  measures  (e.g.,  placing  preservation  covenants 
on  transfer  mechanisms). 

Potential  adverse  effects  on  historic  properties  identified  within  the  Brooks  AFB 
ROI  have  been  assessed  by  (1)  identifying  the  types  and  possible  locations  of 
activities  that  could  directly  or  indirectly  affect  resources,  and  (2)  identifying  the 
nature  and  potential  significance  of  cultural  resources  in  potentially  affected 
areas.  Pursuant  to  the  NHPA,  consultation,  as  directed  by  the  Section  106 
review  process,  has  been  initiated  with  the  Texas  SHPO  (see  Appendix  I). 

4.5. 6. 1  Proposed  Action 

4.5. 6.1.1  Scenario  A 

Prehistoric  and  Historic  Archaeoiogicai  Resources.  Under  Scenario  A,  the 
Air  Force  would  transfer  all  or  portions  of  Brooks  AFB  out  of  federal  ownership. 
The  transferred  property  would  experience  a  wide  range  of  land  reuses  (see 
Figure  2.3-1)  and  some  areas  would  likely  undergo  construction  of  new  facilities 
and/or  other  ground-disturbing  activities  that  could  potentially  adversely  affect 
archaeological  properties.  The  base  has  been  surveyed  for  prehistoric  and 
historic  archaeological  resources  and  has  been  found  to  be  devoid  of  them.  No 
further  archaeological  studies  are  required  for  the  base  and  the  Texas  SHPO  has 
concurred  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995).  As  a  result,  there  are  likely  no  prehistoric  or 
historic  archaeological  properties  that  might  be  affected  by  Scenario  A. 

Historic  Buiidings  and  Structures.  Under  this  scenario,  the  Air  Force  could 
transfer  property  that  encompasses  currently  identified  historic  properties.  These 
include  Facility  671 ,  the  Museum  Building  (historically  used  as  Hangar  9),  which 
is  listed  in  the  National  Register  and  was  designated  a  National  Historic 
Landmark  in  1974;  and  Facilities  538  and  1176,  which  have  been  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  (see  Figures  2.3-1  and  3.5-5).  In 
addition,  a  historic  building  evaluation,  under  the  Man  in  Space  historic  context, 
is  in  progress  and  may  identify  additional  historic  properties. 

Although  plans  for  the  reuse  of  specific  facilities  at  Brooks  AFB  are  not  yet 
available,  each  of  the  three  identified  historic  properties  have  the  potential  to  be 
adversely  affected  by  reuse  activities  (renovation,  demolition)  associated  with  the 
Mixed  Use  and  Research  and  Development  Park  land  uses  described 
Scenario  A.  Once  the  historic  building  evaluation  of  the  SAM-100  area  and  the 
Veterinarian  Science  Support  Colony  is  completed,  any  historic  properties 
identified  within  those  areas  could  also  be  adversely  affected  by  these  land  uses. 
Potential  adverse  effects  on  historic  properties  have  been  considered  during  the 
preparation  of  this  EIS,  and  appropriate  measures  to  offset  any  effects  are 
described  below. 

Traditional  Resources.  There  are  currently  no  identified  traditional  cultural 
properties  at  Brooks  AFB.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  archaeological 
investigation,  which  indicated  that  the  entirety  of  the  base  has  been  heavily 
disturbed  from  construction  and  operational  use,  there  is  low  probability  for  these 
types  of  resources  to  occur  and  no  effects  are  expected. 
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4.5.6.1.2  Scenario  B. 


Under  Scenario  B,  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to 
those  described  for  Scenario  A. 

4.5.6.1.3  Scenario  C. 

Under  Scenario  C,  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to 
those  described  for  Scenario  A. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Potential  adverse  effects  on  any  historic  buildings  and 
structures  (e.g.,  demolition,  renovation),  either  currently  identified  or  identified  as 
the  result  of  the  Man  in  Space  historic  building  evaluation,  would  be  reduced  to 
non-adverse  levels  through  measures  agreed  upon  by  the  Air  Force,  the  Texas 
SHPO,  and,  as  appropriate,  the  CoSA  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  the  San 
Antonio  Conservation  Society,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 
Typical  measures  for  these  types  of  effects  include  recordation  using  guidance 
provided  by  the  HABS/Historic  American  Engineering  Record  (HAER)  Division  of 
the  National  Park  Service  and/or  inclusion  of  preservation/protection  covenants 
with  any  transfer  mechanisms  (i.e.,  deeds).  Any  National  Register-listed 
properties  could  also  be  delisted  through  consultation  among  the  Air  Force,  the 
Texas  SHPO,  and  the  National  Park  Service.  Delisting  would  remove  the  need 
for  protection  under  the  NHPA. 

Although  there  are  no  currently  identified  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 
resources  or  traditional  cultural  properties  at  Brooks  AFB  that  meet  the  criteria  for 
listing  in  the  National  Register,  the  potential  for  unexpected  discovery  of  these 
types  of  historic  properties  is  always  a  possibility.  As  such,  if  cultural  remains 
(particularly  human  remains)  are  unexpectedly  encountered  during  any  of  the 
reuse  scenarios,  all  activities  will  cease  in  the  immediate  vicinity  and  the  Texas 
SHPO,  the  City  of  San  Antonio  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and/or  any 
potentially  affected  Native  American  group  will  be  consulted.  Subsequent 
actions  would  follow  the  guidance  provided  in  36  CFR  Part  800.1 3,  the  Native 
American  Graves  Protection  Repatriation  Act,  and  City  of  San  Antonio  Ordinance 
80910  (as  appropriate). 

Cumulative  Impacts.  A  review  of  other  future  actions  in  the  region  (see  Section 
2.3)  indicates  that  no  cumulative  effects  would  occur  on  prehistoric  or  historic 
archaeological  resources.  Brooks  AFB  has  been  found  to  be  devoid  of  these 
types  of  resources  and  the  SHPO  has  concurred.  Because  of  the  low  probability 
for  traditional  resources  to  occur,  the  potential  for  cumulative  impacts  on  this  type 
of  resource  is  considered  to  be  low. 

If  the  Veterinarian  Science  Support  Colony  is  found  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register,  potential  cumulative  impacts  could  occur  to  that  property  from 
residential  development  adjacent  to  the  southwest  portion  of  the  base  (see 
Section  2.4).  Impacts  could  occur  as  a  result  of  visual  encroachment  from 
construction  that  may  be  incompatible  with  the  property.  If  required,  measures  to 
mitigate  this  type  of  impact  would  be  determined  through  consultation  among  the 
Air  Force,  the  Texas  SHPO,  and,  as  appropriate,  the  CoSA  Historic  Preservation 
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Officer,  the  San  Antonio  Conservation  Society,  and  the  Advisory  Councii  on 
Historic  Preservation. 

Cumuiative  effects  on  historic  properties  situated  adjacent  to  the  instaiiation  (i.e., 
remnants  of  the  historic  acequias  and  features  within  the  San  Antonio  Missions 
Nationai  Historicai  Park)  are  not  expected.  As  noted  in  Section  4.2.2,  potentiai 
new  deveiopment  aiong  the  west  base  boundary,  within  the  viewshed  of  the  San 
Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park,  wouid  be  minimai.  The  northwest 
portion  of  the  base  is  currentiy  deveioped,  with  the  exception  of  two  smaii  parceis 
of  undeveioped  open  space  that  couid  be  used  for  Mixed  Use  or  Research  and 
Deveiopment  under  Scenario  A  or  undeveioped  under  Scenarios  B  and  C.  Any 
new  construction  in  this  area  is  not  expected  to  be  visibie  from  Nationai  Park 
Service  property.  The  centrai  portion  of  the  west  boundary  is  open  space 
associated  with  the  goif  course  and  the  Berg’s  Miii  Creek  100-year  fioodpiain  that 
exits  aiong  the  base  on  the  west  boundary.  This  area  is  generaiiy  identified  as 
Pubiic/Open  Space  in  aii  scenarios  with  no  iarge-scaie  construction  expected. 

The  south  portion  of  the  west  base  boundary,  which  is  siated  for  Research  and 
Deveiopment  uses,  is  at  a  siightiy  iower  eievation  and  is  further  east  than  the  rest 
of  the  base  boundary;  therefore,  new  deveiopment  in  this  area  is  not  expected  to 
negativeiy  impact  the  Park’s  viewshed.  This  area  is  currentiy  screened  from  the 
view  of  Nationai  Park  Service  properties  by  mature  vegetation  on  Nationai  Park 
Service  property  as  weii  as  privateiy  owned  parceis.  Whiie  muiti-story  buiidings, 
if  constructed  in  this  area,  might  be  visibie  from  Nationai  Park  Service  property, 
this  type  of  construction  is  uniikeiy  given  the  identified  iand  use,  the  amount  of 
property  avaiiabie,  and  the  type  and  iayout  of  current  deveiopment  on  the  base. 

Increases  in  traffic  patterns  wouid  not  aiter  the  character  or  use  of  historic 
resources  within  the  Park  significantiy  from  baseiine  conditions;  however,  iong- 
term  positive  effects  on  the  Park,  from  increased  use  of  the  South  Presa  Street 
area,  couid  resuit  from  increased  awareness  and  use  of  the  Park  and  its 
amenities. 

4.5.6.2  Outgrant  Alternative. 

Under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative,  the  Air  Force  wouid  continue  to  own  Brooks  AFB, 
but  wouid  outgrant  parceis,  faciiities,  or  infrastructure  to  nonfederai  or  other 
federai  entities  utiiizing  ieases,  iicenses,  permits,  or  rights-of-entry.  Under  the 
NHPA,  utiiization  of  historic  properties  by  nonfederai  parties  (i.e.,  outgrant 
mechanisms)  carries  the  same  impiications  as  a  property  transfer  (i.e.,  deed)  and 
requires  appropriate  measures  to  ensure  their  protection. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  under  the  Outgrant  Aiternative  are 
the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Cumuiative  impacts.  Cumuiative  impacts  wouid  be  the  same  as  described  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.5. 6.3  No-Action  Alternative. 


Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  BCBP  would  not  be  implemented.  Historic 
properties  would  continue  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  established  federal 
statutes  and  Air  Force  policies  and  guidance,  including  the  Brooks  AFB  Historic 
Preservation  Plan  (Geo-Marine,  Inc.,  1995),  and  no  adverse  effects  would  be 
expected. 

Cumulative  Impacts.  Because  no  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified,  no 
cumulative  impacts  are  expected. 

4.6  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE 

Based  upon  the  analysis  conducted  for  this  EIS,  it  was  determined  that  activities 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  Outgrant  Alternative,  and  No-Action 
Alternative  would  not  have  significant  adverse  impacts  on  local  community 
resources  (i.e.,  community  setting  [employment,  income,  population],  land  use 
and  aesthetics,  transportation,  and  utilities),  hazardous  materials,  solid  and 
hazardous  waste,  geology  and  soil,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise,  and 
biological  resources.  Cultural  resources  could  be  adversely  affected;  however, 
these  impacts  would  only  occur  on  base.  Because  no  off-base  adverse  impacts 
have  been  identified  for  any  of  the  resources,  no  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  would  be  expected  and 
an  environmental  justice  analysis  is  not  required. 
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5.0  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


The  federal,  state,  and  local/regional  agencies,  and  private  organizations  that  were  contacted  during  the 
preparation  of  this  environmental  impact  statement  are  listed  below. 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VI 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service 

STATE  AGENCIES 

Texas  Historical  Commission  (State  Historic  Preservation  Officer) 

Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 
Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 

LOCAL/REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

City  of  San  Antonio  Economic  Development  Department 

City  of  San  Antonio  Planning  Department 

City  of  San  Antonio  Public  Works  Department 

Edwards  Aquifer  Authority 

Greater  San  Antonio  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Bexar  County  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

VIA  Metropolitan  Transit 

PRIVATE  ORGANIZATIONS 

Alamo  Area  Council  of  Governments 
BE  I  Waste  Systems 
Brooks  Advisory  Board 
Brooks  Heritage  Foundation 
City  Public  Service 
GE  Reaves  Engineering,  Inc. 

Stinson  Airport 

Texas  Disposal  System,  Inc. 

Waste  Management  Company 
Weitzman  Group 
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6.0  LIST  OF  PREPARERS  AND  CONTRIBUTORS 


Sara  Achinger,  Captain,  U.S.  Air  Force,  31 1  FISW/JA 

J.D.,  1994,  University  of  Minnesota,  Minneapoiis,  Minnesota 
B.A.,  1990,  Economics,  University  of  Fiorida,  Gainesviiie,  Fiorida 
Years  of  Experience:  6 

Charies  Aukiand,  Captain,  U.S.  Air  Force,  FIQ  AFCEE/ECA 

M.S.,  1998,  Engineering  Management,  University  of  Missouri,  Roiia 
B.S.,  1993,  Civii  Engineering,  Caiifornia  State  University,  Sacramento 
Years  of  Experience:  7 

Daie  Ciark,  Environmentai  Project  Manager,  FIQ  AFCEE/ECA 

M.S.,  1989,  Civii  Engineering,  North  Caroiina  State  University,  Raieigh 
B.S.,  1982,  Civii  Engineering,  Auburn  University,  Auburn,  Aiabama 
Years  of  Experience:  15 

Derrick  Coieman,  Senior  Hydroiogist,  Earth  Tech 

Ph.D.,  1982,  Geography  (Geomorphoiogy),  The  John  Hopkins  University,  Baitimore,  Maryiand 

A. B.,  1975,  Physicai  Geography,  University  of  Caiifornia,  Berkeiey 
Years  of  Experience:  20 

Larry  Fariow,  Deputy  Director  of  Pubiic  Affairs,  31 1  HSW/PA 
Years  of  Experience:  18 

Quent  Giiiard,  Q...anaiysis  and  research,  inc..  Independent  Consultant 
Ph.D.,  1975,  Geography,  University  of  Chicago,  Illinois 
M.S.,  1971,  Geography,  Southern  Illinois  University,  Carbondale 

B. A.,  1969,  Geography,  University  of  Chicago,  Illinois 
Years  of  Experience:  30 

Luke  Harp,  City  Base  Program  Office,  31 1  HSW/CDB 

M.S.,  1981,  Logistic  Management,  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology,  Dayton,  Ohio 

B.S.,  1978,  Industrial  Engineering,  California  Polytechnic  State  University,  San  Luis  Obispo, 

California 

Years  of  Experience:  26 

Jennifer  Harriger,  Project  Environmental  Professional,  Earth  Tech 

B.A.,  1993,  Geography/Environmental  Studies,  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles 
Years  of  Experience:  5 

Hamid  Kamalpour,  Environmental  Engineer,  311  ABG/CEV 

B.S.,  1986,  Civil  Engineering,  University  of  Texas  at  San  Antonio 
Years  of  Experience:  9 

Herbert  Klein,  Senior  Reengineering  Analyst,  Karta  Technology,  Inc. 

M.B.A.,  1971,  International  American  University,  Puerto  Rico 

B.S.,  1963,  Electrical  Engineering,  University  of  Bridgeport,  Connecticut 

Years  of  Experience:  36 
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Maria  Langmaack,  Senior  Environmentai  Professionai,  Earth  Tech 

B.A.,  1987,  Geography,  Caiifornia  State  University,  San  Bernardino 
Years  of  Experience:  12 

Jason  Martin,  P.E.,  Environmentai  Engineer,  Earth  Tech 

M.S.,  1998,  Environmentai  Engineering,  University  of  Texas,  Austin 
B.S.,  1992,  Civii  Engineering,  Washington  University,  St.  Louis,  Missouri 
B.A.,  1990,  Economics,  Grinneii  Coiiege,  Grinneii,  Iowa 
Years  of  Experience:  7 

Lynn  McIntosh,  Senior  Environmentai  Professionai,  Earth  Tech 

B.S.,  1981,  Land  Use  Pianning,  Resource  Management,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Ciaire 
Graduate  Work,  Resource  Management,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Stevens  Point 
Years  of  Experience:  14 

Paige  Peyton,  Senior  Cuiturai  Resources  Manager,  Earth  Tech 

M.A.,  1990,  Anthropoiogy/Geography,  Caiifornia  State  University,  San  Bernardino 
B.A.,  1987,  Anthropoiogy,  Caiifornia  State  University,  San  Bernardino 
Years  of  Experience:  15 

Ray  Ramos,  P.E.,  Environmentai  Professionai,  Earth  Tech 

M.S.,  1 997,  Atmospheric  Science,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Miiwaukee 
B.S.,  1 995,  Atmospheric  Science,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison 
Years  of  Experience:  3 

Ian  Smith,  P.E.,  REM,  Brooks  City  Base  Program  Office,  31 1  HSW/CDB 
M.S.,  1990,  Civii  Engineering,  University  of  Nebraska 
B.C.E.,  1978,  Civii  Engineering,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technoiogy,  Atianta 
Years  of  Experience:  22 

Wayne  Snowbarger,  Senior  Engineer,  Earth  Tech 

M.S.,  1975,  Civii  Engineering,  Purdue  University,  West  Lafayette,  Indiana 
B.S.,  1970,  Civii  Engineering,  Coiorado  State  University 
Years  of  Experience:  26 

Manjunath  Venkat,  Senior  Bioiogist,  Earth  Tech 

M.S.,  1986,  Environmentai  Studies,  Bayior  University,  Waco,  Texas 

B.S.,  1980,  Bioiogicai  Science,  The  Nationai  Coiiege,  Bangiore  University,  India 

Years  of  Experience:  19 

Barbara  Zeman,  Vice  President,  Senior  Section  Manager,  Earth  Tech 

M.S.,  1978,  Biomedicai  Engineering,  University  of  Southern  Caiifornia,  Los  Angeies 
B.S.,  1976,  Eiectricai  Engineering,  Rutgers  University,  New  Jersey 
Years  of  Experience:  18 
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9.0  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Air  Force  has  complied  with  the  NEPA  mandate  of  public  participation  in  the 
EIAP  in  two  ways: 

•  A  public  hearing  was  held  in  San  Antonio,  Texas,  on  October  25, 
2000,  at  which  the  Air  Force  presented  the  findings  of  the  DEIS  for 
the  implementation  of  the  BCBP. 

•  The  DEIS  was  made  available  for  public  review  and  comment 
between  September  and  November  2000. 

Public  comments  received  both  verbally  at  the  DEIS  public  meeting  and  in  writing 
during  the  response  period  have  been  reviewed  and  are  addressed  by  the  Air 
Force  in  this  section. 

ORGANIZATION 

The  Public  Comments  and  Responses  section  is  organized  into  several 
subsections,  as  follows: 

•  This  Introduction,  which  describes  the  process,  organization,  and 
approach  taken  in  addressing  public  comments 

•  An  index  of  commentors 

•  A  consolidated  comment-response  section 

•  Public  comment  documents 

A  transcript  of  the  public  hearing 
Photocopies  of  written  comments. 

Comments  received  have  been  consolidated  to  focus  on  the  issue  of  concern, 
and  a  response  is  provided  that  addresses  each  comment.  Within  the 
comments-responses  portion  of  this  section,  written  or  spoken  comments  may  be 
paraphrased  to  clarify  and/or  emphasize  the  issue  of  concern.  Some  comments 
simply  state  a  fact  or  an  opinion;  for  example,  “the  DEIS  adequately  assesses  the 
impacts  of  [a  resource  area].”  Such  comments,  although  appreciated,  do  not 
require  a  specific  response  and  are  not  called  out  herein. 

Comments  requiring  responses  are  assigned  unique  identification  numbers.  The 
identification  number  provides  a  cross-reference  from  the  consolidated  set  of 
review  comments/responses  to  the  original  comment  as  submitted  by  the 
commentor.  For  example,  the  second  comment  in  Document  4  is  designated  as 
Comment  4-2.  Photocopies  of  each  comment  document  annotated  with  the 
identification  numbers  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


9-1 


It  should  be  emphasized  that  not  only  have  responses  to  EIS  comments  been 
addressed  in  this  comments-responses  section,  as  explained,  but  the  text  of  the 
EIS  itself  has  also  been  revised,  as  appropriate,  to  reflect  the  concerns 
expressed  in  the  public  comments. 

Table  9-1,  Index  of  Commentors,  includes  the  identifying  number  assigned  to 
each  document,  the  name  of  the  commentor,  and  the  page  numbers  in  this 
chapter  on  which  the  comment  response  and  the  document  photocopy  are 
presented.  A  reader  who  wishes  to  read  the  original  comments  may  turn  to  the 
photocopies  of  the  public  comment  documents  provided  at  the  end  of  this 
chapter. 


Table  9-1 

.  Index  of  Commentors 

Document 

Number 

Author 

Organization 

Page  Number 
Response  Document 

1 

Public  Hearing  Transcript  - 
including  comments  from: 

Mr.  Orville  Keilman 

Private  Citizen 

9-3 

9-15 

2 

Mr.  Orville  Keilman 

Private  Citizen 

9-3 

9-24 

3 

Mr.  David  Carrothers 

Alamo  Area  Council  of 
Governments 

9-3 

9-25 

4 

Ms.  Denise  Francis 

State  of  Texas,  Office  of  the 
Governor 

9-3 

9-25 

5 

Ms.  Mary  Lively 

Texas  Natural  Resource 
Conservation  Commission 

9-4 

9-26 

6 

Mr.  Glenn  Sekavec 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Office  of  Environmental  Policy 
and  Compliance 

9-5 

9-26 

7 

Mr.  Mike  Jansky 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Region  6 

9-10 

9-27 

8 

Mr.  Al  J.  Notzen  III 

Alamo  Area  Council  of 
Governments 

9-11 

9-28 

9 

Mr.  David  Frederick 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

9-11 

9-28 
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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Document  1  -  Public  Hearing  Transcript 

1  -1  Comment:  I  own  property  off  of  South  Presa  and  would  like  to  inform  you 
of  a  situation  on  my  property.  Water  has  been  running  from  Brooks  AFB 
onto  my  property  for  many  years.  The  water  comes  from  the  School  of 
Aviation  Medicine,  and  runs  across  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  onto  my 
property.  I  contacted  Public  Affairs  to  try  to  solve  this  situation.  Several 
civil  engineers  from  Brooks  AFB  met  with  me  and  a  representative  from 
then-Congressman’s  Frank  Tejeda’s  office.  One  of  the  engineers  said 
the  water  was  from  a  spring  near  the  road  and  then  he  changed  and  said 
it  came  from  under  a  building  at  Brooks  and  nothing  could  be  done  about 
it.  The  water  becomes  stagnant  in  dry  weather  and  I  have  seen  children 
playing  in  it.  Anything  you  can  do  to  settle  this  situation  would  be  greatly 
appreciated. 

Response:  This  issue  is  not  related  to  or  a  result  of  the  proposed 
implementation  of  the  BCBP.  The  comment  has  been  forwarded  to 
appropriate  personnel  at  Brooks  AFB  and  the  City  of  San  Antonio. 

Document  2  -  Mr.  Orville  Keilman,  Private  Citizen 

2-1  Comment:  See  Comment  1-1 .  This  comment  is  the  written  version  of 
the  oral  comment  presented  at  the  public  hearing. 

Response:  See  response  to  Comment  1  -1 . 

Document  3  -  Mr.  David  Carrothers,  Alamo  Area  Council  of  Governments 

This  document  is  a  notification  of  a  meeting  of  the  Alamo  Area  Council  of 
Governments,  Economic  Development  and  Environmental  Review 
Committee,  to  review  the  application  for  the  BCBP  DEIS.  This  document 
did  not  include  comments  to  the  DEIS. 

Document  4  -  Ms.  Denise  Francis,  State  of  Texas,  Office  of  the  Governor 

4-1  Comment:  Staff  recommends  the  environmental  assessment  address 
action  that  will  be  taken  to  prevent  surface  and  groundwater 
contamination  during  and  after  construction. 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  4. 5.2.1 .1 ,  the  property  recipient 
and/or  user  would  be  required  to  obtain  an  NPDES  permit  during  the 
construction  phase  of  the  project  if  the  site  is  greater  than  1  acre  in  size. 
Projects  smaller  than  1  acre  in  size  still  routinely  implement  best 
management  practices  that  minimize  erosion  and  sedimentation  during 
construction.  After  construction,  many  industrial  facilities  (depending  on 
the  type  of  industry),  regardless  of  the  acreage  occupied  by  the  facility, 
are  required  to  obtain  a  TPDES  permit  to  address  the  potential  for 
impacts  to  storm  water  runoff  from  the  property.  These  regulations  help 
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ensure  that  impacts  to  water  quality  from  construction  activity  are 
minimized  and  that  storm  water  runoff  from  industrial  properties  is 
controlled  to  prevent  pollutant  loading  and  monitored  to  ensure  the 
effectiveness  of  that  control.  Such  requirements  help  to  reduce  or 
prevent  detrimental  impacts  to  the  quality  of  either  surface  water  or 
groundwater.  The  text  in  Section  4.5.2. 1 .1  has  been  clarified  regarding 
state  versus  federal  permit  requirements. 

4- 2  Comment:  The  Strategic  Assessment  Division  has  reviewed  the  above- 

referenced  project  for  General  Conformity  impacts  in  accordance  with 
40  CFR  Part  93  and  Chapter  1 01 .30  of  the  TNRCC  General  Rules.  The 
proposed  action  is  located  in  Bexar  County,  which  is  unclassified  or  in 
attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  all  six  criteria 
air  pollutants.  Therefore,  general  conformity  does  not  apply. 

Although  any  demolition,  construction,  rehabilitation  or  repair  project  will 
produce  dust  and  particulate  emissions,  these  actions  pose  no  significant 
impact  upon  air  quality  standards.  The  minimal  dust  and  particulate 
emissions  can  easily  be  controlled  with  standard  dust  mitigation 
techniques  by  the  construction  contractors. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

Document  5,  Ms.  Mary  Lively,  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

5- 1  Comment:  The  staff  does  not  anticipate  significant  long-term 

environmental  impacts  from  this  project  as  long  as  construction  and 
waste  disposal  activities  associated  with  it  are  completed  in  accordance 
with  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  environmental  permits  and 
regulations.  However,  it  is  recommended  that  the  applicant  take 
necessary  steps  to  insure  that  best  management  practices  are  utilized  to 
control  runoff  from  construction  sites  to  be  utilized  to  prevent  detrimental 
impact  to  surface  and  groundwater. 

Response:  See  response  to  Comment  4-1 . 

5-2  Comment:  It  has  been  determined  from  a  review  of  the  information 
provided  that  an  Application  for  TNRCC  Approval  of  Floodplain 
Development  Project  need  not  be  filed  with  TNRCC.  Our  records  show 
that  the  community  is  a  participant  in  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Program  and  as  such  has  a  Flood  Hazard  Prevention  Ordinance/Court 
Order.  Accordingly,  care  should  be  taken  to  ensure  that  the  proposed 
construction  takes  into  account  the  possible  Flood  Hazard  Areas  within 
the  community’s  floodplains.  Please  notify  the  community  floodplain 
administrator  to  ensure  that  all  construction  is  in  compliance  with  the 
community’s  Flood  Hazard  Prevention  Ordinance/Court  Order. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  Text  has  been  added  to  Section  4.5.2. 1 .1 
to  indicate  that  the  community  floodplain  administrator  would  be  notified 
of  development,  in  order  to  ensure  that  all  construction  is  in  compliance 
with  the  community’s  Flood  Hazard  Prevention  Ordinance/Court  Order. 
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5-3  Comment:  The  Strategic  Assessment  Division  has  reviewed  the  above- 
referenced  project  for  Generai  Conformity  impacts  in  accordance  with 
40  CFR  Part  93  and  Chapter  1 01 .30  of  the  TNRCC  Generai  Ruies.  The 
proposed  action  is  iocated  in  Bexar  County,  which  is  unciassified  or  in 
attainment  of  the  Nationai  Ambient  Air  Quaiity  Standard  for  aii  six  criteria 
air  poiiutants.  Therefore,  generai  conformity  does  not  appiy. 

Aithough  any  demoiition,  construction,  rehabiiitation,  or  repair  project  wiii 
produce  dust  and  particuiate  emissions,  these  actions  pose  no  significant 
impact  upon  air  quaiity  standards.  The  minimai  dust  and  particuiate 
emissions  can  easiiy  be  controiied  with  standard  dust  mitigation 
techniques  by  the  construction  contractors. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

Document  6,  Mr.  Glenn  Sekavec,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  Environmental  Policy 
and  Compliance 


6-1  Comment:  The  anaiysis  of  cuiturai  properties  focused  on  those  areas 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  base  but  exciuded  adjacent  historic 
properties.  The  project’s  “affected  area”  encompasses  the  four  missions 
within  the  Nationai  Register  Historic  District  and  associated  sites.  This 
District  contains  two  Nationai  Historic  Landmarks  as  weii  -  the  “South 
Centrai  San  Antonio  Community  Pian”  and  the  “Avenidas  dei  Rio 
Business  Corridor.” 

Aithough  the  buik  of  the  proposed  deveiopment  faiis  within  the  base 
proper,  we  are  very  concerned  that  the  Nationai  Register  district  was  not 
mentioned. 

Response:  The  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  and 
acequias  are  mentioned  in  the  DEIS  in  Section  3. 5. 6.2  as  properties 
adjacent  to  Brooks  AFB.  The  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai 
Park  and  acequias  are  aiso  shown  on  Figures  3.2-6  and  3.5-5  in  the 
DEIS. 

As  stated  in  the  comment,  the  focus  of  the  cuiturai  resources  anaiysis  for 
this  EIS  inciudes  areas  within  the  base  boundary.  Potentiai 
environmentai  impacts  to  the  off-base  Nationai  Register  Historic  District 
and  associated  sites  and  the  two  Nationai  Historic  Landmarks  wouid  be 
addressed  under  separate  environmentai  anaiysis  or  documentation 
prepared  to  assess  any  actions  directiy  affecting  these  areas. 

Indirect  and  cumuiative  effects  to  off-base  historic  areas,  such  as  the 
Nationai  Register  Historic  District  and  missions,  were  assessed  and  the 
text  has  been  revised  to  more  fuiiy  refiect  the  findings  of  the  anaiysis. 

The  text  in  Sections  3.2.2  and  3.5.6  has  been  expanded  to  inciude 
additionai  information  regarding  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai 
Historicai  Park  and  acequias.  The  text  in  Sections  4.2.2  and  4.5.6  has 
been  expanded  to  more  cieariy  address  potentiai  impacts  to  the  San 
Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  and  acequias  due  to  potentiai 
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development  associated  with  the  BCBP.  Specific  types  of  revisions  are 
provided  in  the  responses  to  specific  comments  below. 

6-2  Comment:  It  is  important  that  development  planned  near  any  mission 
sites  or  their  related  areas  take  into  consideration  the  proximity  of 
commercial  or  residential  development  which  could  have  a  direct  or 
indirect  impact  on  the  qualities  for  which  the  historic  properties  were 
added  to  the  National  Register. 

Response:  Development  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the 
BCBP  would  not  likely  affect  the  qualities  for  which  the  historic  properties 
were  added  to  the  National  Register.  Section  3.2.2  describes  the  land 
use  and  community  plans  and  zoning  regulations.  As  stated  in  Section 
4.2.2  of  the  DEIS,  all  development  within  Brooks  AFB  would  be  in 
accordance  with  city  and  community  land  use  plans,  which  consider 
historic  properties  during  the  planning  process  and  focus  on  strategies  to 
enhance  historic  properties. 

Also,  as  part  of  CoSA’s  request  for  proposal  package,  prospective  BCBP 
developers  must  submit  a  Land  Use  and  Urban  Design  Plan,  which  must 
“provide  elements  which  encourage  connectivity  and  leverage  the  study 
area’s  strengths,  features,  and  opportunities,  including  the  San  Antonio 
River  and  the  historic  Missions.”  Thus,  developers  would  be  required  to 
consider  historic  properties  during  the  planning  stage.  The  text  in  Section 
4.2.2. 1  has  been  expanded  to  include  this  information. 

In  addition,  as  stated  in  Section  3.2.2,  CoSA  has  proposed  a  zoning 
ordinance  that  would  create  Viewshed  Protection  Districts.  The  San 
Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park  would  be  protected  by  this 
ordinance  and  all  development  associated  with  the  BCBP  would  be  in 
compliance  with  this  ordinance,  should  it  be  enacted.  The  text  in  Section 
4.2.2. 1  has  been  expanded  to  indicate  that  development  associated  with 
the  BCBP  would  be  in  accordance  with  zoning  ordinances  that  would 
protect  the  quality  of  the  historic  properties  associated  with  the  San 
Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park  and  no  impacts  are  anticipated. 

6-3  Comment:  Development  planned  near  any  of  the  mission  sites  or  their 
related  areas  should  take  into  consideration  traffic  patterns,  if  the  existing 
ones  might  be  modified,  causing  an  impact  to  the  historic  resources 
making  up  San  Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park. 

Response:  By  the  end  of  the  transportation  analysis  period  (2020),  traffic 
along  South  Presa  Street  between  Henderson  Court  and  the  proposed 
south  access  point  may  increase  enough  to  cause  minor  inconveniences 
during  peak  hours.  These  effects  are  considered  minimal,  however  (see 
Section  4.2.3),  and  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  the  historic 
resources  within  the  adjacent  San  Antonio  Missions  National  Historical 
Park  or  its  environs.  Existing  traffic  patterns  along  South  Presa  Street 
currently  have  no  effect  on  the  character  or  use  of  the  Park  and  any 
increases  expected  from  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  not 
significantly  alter  that  status.  Long-term  positive  effects  on  the  Park, 
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from  increased  use  of  the  South  Presa  Street  area,  could  result  from 
implementation  of  both  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant  Alternative, 
however,  by  increasing  awareness  and  use  of  the  Park  and  its  amenities. 
The  text  in  Section  4. 5. 6.1 .3  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this  information. 

If  traffic  volumes  increase  as  projected,  additional  lanes  and  intersection 
improvements  may  be  necessary  to  maintain  driving  conditions.  These 
off-base  road  improvements  would  be  the  responsibility  of  local 
government. 

6-4  Comment:  Proximity  of  development  has  the  potential  to  alter  water 
patterns  and  any  new  development  might  increase  the  potential  for 
contamination  of  waterways.  Both  these  factors  could  have  a  drastic 
effect  on  the  historic  acequia  systems  (irrigation  ditches)  related  to 
Missions  San  Juan  and  Espada.  These  acequia  systems  date  to  the 
1700s.  One  (the  Espada  acequia)  has  been  in  continual  use  since  the 
1700s.  Local  farmers  and  residents  rely  on  the  system  for  irrigation 
water.  The  park  also  has  water  rights  for  these  systems. 

Response:  The  concerns  for  alteration  of  water  patterns  (especially 
increased  surface  water  runoff)  and  increased  potential  for  contamination 
of  surface  water  would  be  addressed  during  the  development  planning 
stages  of  the  BCBP,  in  response  to  both  state  and  local  regulations.  The 
CoSA  would  place  restrictions  on  the  allowable  increases  in  impervious 
areas  or  would  require  implementation  of  storm  water  management 
actions.  Such  actions  would  minimize  or  control  increases  in  surface 
water  runoff  from  existing  base  boundaries.  In  addition,  an  NPDES 
permit  will  be  required  for  construction  activities  and  a  TPDES  permit  will 
be  required  for  any  industrial  activities  during  the  post-construction 
period.  Included  in  both  permit  applications  would  be  an  SWPPP  that 
would  establish  measures  to  ensure  that  increased  contamination  is 
minimized  or  prevented.  The  discussion  within  Section  4.5.2. 1 .1  has 
been  expanded  to  cover  these  requirements  in  greater  detail. 

6-5  Comment:  Proximity  of  new  development  has  the  potential  to  change  the 
carefully  guarded  viewsheds  which  exist  with  all  the  mission  sites.  Noise 
and  air  pollution  would  cause  similar  concerns.  The  National  Historical 
Park  relies  on  its  visitors.  Any  proposed  development  in  the  proximity  of 
the  historic  sites  must  take  this  into  consideration. 

Response:  Under  the  BCBP,  potential  new  development  along  the  west 
base  boundary,  within  the  Park’s  viewshed,  would  be  minimal.  The 
northwest  portion  of  the  base  is  currently  developed,  with  the  exception  of 
two  small  parcels  of  undeveloped  open  space  that  could  be  used  for 
Mixed  Use  or  Research  and  Development  under  Scenario  A  and 
undeveloped  under  Scenarios  B  and  C.  Any  new  construction  in  this 
area  is  not  expected  to  be  visible  from  National  Park  Service  property. 
The  central  portion  of  the  west  boundary  is  open  space  associated  with 
the  golf  course  and  the  Berg’s  Mill  Creek  100-year  floodplain  that  exits 
along  the  base  on  the  west  boundary.  This  area  is  generally  identified  as 
Public/Open  Space  in  all  scenarios  with  no  large-scale  construction 
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expected.  The  south  portion  of  the  west  base  boundary,  which  is  siated 
for  Research  and  Deveiopment  uses,  is  at  a  siightiy  iower  eievation  and 
is  further  east  than  the  rest  of  the  base  boundary;  therefore,  new 
deveiopment  in  this  area  is  not  expected  to  negativeiy  impact  the  Park’s 
viewshed.  This  area  is  currentiy  screened  from  the  view  of  Nationai  Park 
Service  properties  by  mature  vegetation  on  Nationai  Park  Service 
property  as  weii  as  privateiy  owned  parceis.  Whiie  muiti-story  buiidings,  if 
constructed  in  this  area,  might  be  visibie  from  Nationai  Park  Service 
property,  this  type  of  construction  is  uniikeiy  given  the  identified  iand  use, 
the  amount  of  property  avaiiabie,  and  the  type  and  iayout  of  current 
deveiopment  on  the  base.  Sections  4.2.2  and  4.5.6  have  been  expanded 
to  indicate  that  viewsheds  at  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai 
Park  are  not  expected  to  be  impacted  by  the  deveiopment  associated 
with  the  BCBP. 

Air  quaiity  has  been  anaiyzed  in  this  EIS  at  a  regionai  ievei.  As  stated  in 
Section  4.5.3,  impiementation  of  the  BCBP  wiii  not  have  a  significant  air 
quaiity  impact  on  the  region,  inciuding  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai 
Historicai  Park. 

Impiementation  of  the  BCBP  is  not  anticipated  to  create  a  significant 
noise  impact  at  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park.  The 
anaiysis  presented  in  Section  4.5.4  indicates  that  surface  traffic  noise, 
which  is  the  primary  noise  concern  associated  with  the  BCBP,  wouid  oniy 
resuit  in  an  increase  in  noise  ieveis  of  up  to  3  decibeis  on  any  of  the 
sensitive  receptors  anaiyzed.  There  wouid  be  no  increase  in  noise  at  the 
sensitive  receptor  iocation  identified  aiong  South  Presa  Drive  (singie- 
famiiy  homes).  Therefore,  it  is  iikeiy  that  there  wouid  not  be  a  noticeabie 
noise  increase  at  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  or 
Mission  San  Juan,  situated  west  of  South  Presa  Drive.  Higher 
cumuiative  surface  traffic  noise  ieveis  may  resuit  from  other  future 
actions  in  the  region.  The  cumuiative  impacts  discussion  in  Section  4.5.4 
has  been  expanded  to  indicate  that  cumuiative  noise  impacts  couid  occur 
as  a  resuit  of  the  impiementation  of  the  BCBP  combined  with  the  impacts 
of  other  projects  in  the  region. 

6-6  Comment:  Lands  associated  with  the  San  Juan  acequia  system  are 

repeatediy  referred  to  as  “vacant  iands,”  instead  of  properties  that  contain 
a  cuituraiiy  sensitive  and  historicaiiy  significant  resource.  Further 
environmentai  documentation  shouid  acknowiedge  that  Brooks  AFB  has 
a  Nationai  Park  as  a  neighbor  and  made  reference  to  visitation,  economic 
benefits  of  the  Park,  Nationai  significance,  etc. 

Response:  Section  3.2. 2.3  has  been  revised  and  expanded  to  inciude 
reference  to  open  space,  the  remains  of  the  historic  acequia  system,  and 
the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  west  of  the  base.  In 
addition.  Figure  3.2-6  has  been  revised  to  depict  the  acequia;  the 
property  associated  with  the  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai 
Park  was  aiready  shown  on  the  figure  in  the  DEIS.  The  Park  boundary 
has  also  been  added  to  Figure  3.5-5,  Known  and  Potential  Historic 
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Properties.  Text  regarding  the  four  missions  in  the  area  has  been  added 
to  Sections  3. 2.2. 3  and  3. 5. 6.2. 

6-7  Comment:  The  potentiai  cumuiative  effects  of  the  proposed  City  Base 
project  were  not  outiined  in  the  DEIS.  This  inciudes  the  expansion  of 
Stinson  Airport  near  Mission  San  Juan  to  accommodate  corporate  jets 
and  increased  air  traffic  to  that  faciiity,  as  weii  as  the  potentiai  for 
increased  traffic  on  South  Presa  Street  and  the  possibiiity  that  the  road 
couid  be  widened  to  four  ianes  (the  park  has  iands  on  both  sides  of  the 
road). 

San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  iands  are  oniy  separated 
from  Stinson  Airport  by  approximateiy  1 ,500  feet,  inciuding  the  road). 
Encroachment  on  Park  iands  is  of  particuiar  concern  as  it  has  the 
potentiai  to  significantiy  affect  historic  resources  through  increased 
poiiution,  noise  ieveis,  and  vibration.  If  new  parking  iots  were  constructed 
on  base,  the  potentiai  increase  of  surface  water  runoff  couid  severeiy 
overburden  the  historic  acequia  system,  which  is  stiii  activeiy  used.  The 
Park  is  in  the  process  of  buying  houses  and  commerciai  properties  in  the 
area  to  eventuaiiy  open  the  viewshed  from  Presa  Street  to  parkiands, 
inciuding  Mission  San  Juan.  These  purchases,  and  their  potentiai  to 
change  iocai  iand  use  and  the  visuai  sensitivity,  shouid  aiso  be 
incorporated  into  determination  of  cumuiative  impacts. 

Response:  A  description  of  the  Stinson  Airport  expansion  is  provided  in 
Section  2.4,  as  are  descriptions  of  other  future  actions  in  the  region  that 
couid  occur  during  the  20-year  anaiysis  period.  A  discussion  of  potentiai 
cumuiative  impacts,  based  on  the  impiementation  of  the  BCBP,  is 
provided  at  the  end  of  each  resource  section  within  Chapter  4.0. 

Widening  of  South  Presa  Street  is  one  possibie  soiution  shouid  future 
deveiopment  increase  traffic  on  South  Presa  Street  to  unacceptabie 
ieveis.  However,  this  future  action,  if  needed,  wouid  be  addressed  within 
the  context  of  CoSA  pianning  and  pubiic  works,  as  weii  as  through 
appiication  of  NEPA  by  the  Nationai  Park  Service,  shouid  Park  Service 
property  be  requested  by  the  CoSA  for  right-of-way  expansion.  Potentiai 
increases  in  runoff  are  addressed  in  Section  4.5.2  and  the  iack  of 
potentiai  impact  to  Park  Service  property  viewsheds  due  to  the  BCBP  is 
addressed  in  Section  4.2.2. 

6-8  Comment:  San  Antonio  Missions  Nationai  Historicai  Park  couid  be  an 
asset  for  drawing  businesses.  Businesses  couid  promote  the  fact  that 
the  Park  provides  green  space  and  hiking  and  biking  opportunities,  as 
weii  as  the  sociai,  cuiturai,  and  historicai  aspects  of  a  Nationai  Park  unit. 
However,  Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment,  negiects  the  potentiai  for 
impact  of  and  to  the  historic  resources  associated  with  the  Park.  More 
emphasis  is  needed  in  acknowiedging  the  Park’s  importance  to  the 
community  and  the  Nation. 

Response:  See  response  to  Comment  6-6. 
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Document  7,  Mr.  Michael  Jansky,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  6 


7-1  Comment:  EPA  classifies  your  Draft  EIS  and  proposed  action  a  “LO-2,” 
(i.e.,  EPA  has  “Lack  of  Objections  to  the  preferred  alternative.  EPA 
requests  additional  information  to  strengthen  the  FEIS”.  Our 
classification  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  according  to  our 
responsibility  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  to  inform  the  public 
of  our  views  on  proposed  Federal  actions. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

7-2  Comment:  Chapter  2  of  the  DEIS  discusses  the  fact  that  under  the 

various  land  use  scenarios,  a  certain  square  footage  of  existing  facility 
space  will  be  demolished  within  a  specified  time-frame.  For  each 
Scenario,  please  provide  a  location  and  description  of  the  facility  space 
which  is  planned  for  demolition  or  may  be  demolished.  Please  address  in 
the  FEIS. 

Response:  It  is  not  known  at  the  current  time  the  exact  facility  space  that 
may  be  demolished.  Specific  plans  for  demolition  would  be  determined 
by  the  property  recipients  and/or  users  subsequent  to  the  completion  of 
this  EIS.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  information. 

7-3  Comment:  Section  2.4  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  the  potable  water 
consumption  will  decrease  even  though  the  population  is  expected  to 
increase.  Please  provide  an  explanation  within  the  text  of  the  FEIS. 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Sections  2.4,  4.2.4. 1 ,  and  4.5.2. 1 .1 ,  Brooks 
AFB  has  signed  an  agreement  with  SAWS  and  CPS  to  install  a  recycled, 
nonpotable  water  distribution  system  that  will  support  industrial  uses  and 
irrigation  system  requirements,  including  golf  course  irrigation.  This 
system  could  decrease  the  base’s  potable  water  consumption  by  as 
much  as  50  percent.  Therefore,  even  though  the  population  is  expected 
to  increase,  overall  potable  water  consumption  would  decrease.  The  text 
in  Section  2.4  has  been  clarified  to  indicate  that  the  potable  water 
decrease  is  a  result  of  use  of  recycled  water  instead  of  potable  water. 

The  text  has  also  been  revised  to  indicate  that  the  recycled  water  system 
will  be  operational  in  summer  2001 . 

7-4  Comment:  It  would  be  helpful  if  the  various  land  use  categories  shown  in 
Figure  3.2-5  of  the  DEIS  could  be  defined.  Please  address  in  the  FEIS. 

Response:  Land  use  categories  shown  in  Figure  3.2-5  are  defined  in 
Table  3.2-1 .  Within  this  table,  typical  activities  and  types  of  facilities 
included  in  each  land  use  category  are  listed.  No  revisions  have  been 
made  to  the  EIS. 

7-5  Comment:  Section  3.4.2. 1  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  “State  hazardous 
waste  programs  approved  under  the  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  operate  in  lieu  of  federal  rules.”  The  FEIS  should 
clarify  that  the  State  authorized  programs  do  not  operate  in  lieu  of  federal 
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rules,  but  are  authorized  to  administer  the  federal  rules.  Furthermore, 
State  authorized  programs,  must  be  equally  or  more  stringent  than  the 
federal  regulations.  Please  explain  in  the  FEIS. 

Response:  The  text  has  been  revised  in  Section  3.4.2. 1  to  reflect  the 
information  provided  in  the  comment. 

7-6  Comment:  In  Section  3.2.2,  page  3-4,  the  land  use  analysis  did  not 

include  information  on  land  ownership  and  what  potential  effects  might 
occur  between  sale  in  fee  simple  and  leasehold.  Such  consideration 
might  be  helpful  since  the  development  initiative  is  a  joint  proposal  by  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  and  the  City  of  San  Antonio.  Please  address  in  the  FEIS. 

Response:  It  is  anticipated  that,  under  either  a  lease  or  fee  simple 
transfer,  land  uses  would  be  similar.  Land  ownership  would  not  affect  the 
proposed  development  of  Brooks  AFB.  Under  either  the  Proposed  Action 
(transfer)  or  the  Outgrant  Alternative  (lease),  the  property  is  expected  to 
be  developed  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  scenarios  described  in 
Section  2.3.  The  land  use  of  the  property  would  be  similar  to  existing 
conditions.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  property  would  be 
transferred,  and  CoSA  would  maintain  control  of  future  development 
through  its  planning  and  zoning  authority.  Under  the  Outgrant 
Alternative,  the  property  would  be  leased,  and  the  Air  Force  would 
maintain  continuing  control  and  responsibility  for  the  property.  Any 
differences  in  impacts  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant 
Alternative  resulting  from  property  ownership  have  been  addressed, 
when  necessary,  within  the  appropriate  resource  sections  in  Chapter  4.0. 
Both  CoSA  and  the  Air  Force  have  participated  in  development  of  the 
land  use  scenarios.  No  revisions  have  been  made  to  the  EIS. 

Document  8  -  Mr.  Al  J.  Notzon  III,  Alamo  Area  Council  of  Governments 

This  document  is  a  notification  that  the  Alamo  Area  Council  of  Government  has 

recommended  a  consensus  to  proceed  with  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project  EIS. 

Document  9  -  Mr.  David  Frederick,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

9-1  Comment:  In  a  letter  dated  February  23,  1999  to  Mr.  Dale  Clark 

regarding  the  City  Base  Concept  at  Brooks  AFB,  we  expressed  our 
concern  that  the  combined  current  level  of  water  withdrawal  for  all 
consumers  from  the  aquifer  adversely  affects  aquifer-dependent  species 
located  at  Comal  and  San  Marcos  springs  and  in  the  aquifer  during  low 
flows.  Brooks  AFB  may  not  directly  pump  necessary  water  directly  from 
the  aquifer,  however,  it  does  contribute  to  the  total  water  pumped  by 
SAWS.  We  also  expressed  our  concern  that  SAWS  does  not  have  an 
incidental  take  permit  to  cover  take  of  Edwards  Aquifer  dependent 
species  that  could  result  from  this  groundwater  withdrawal. 

The  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority  has  issued  new  proposed  permits  that 
outline  the  amount  of  water  that  will  be  allowed  by  each  pumper  of  the 
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Edwards  Aquifer.  However,  the  new  proposed  permits  do  not  reduce 
pumping  to  450,000  ac/ft/yr  as  required  by  iegisiature  nor  in  aiignment  to 
what  the  Service  beiieves  is  necessary  to  protect  spring  fiows  and  iisted 
species.  Therefore,  it  is  the  responsibiiity  of  Brooks  AFB,  even  though 
they  get  their  water  from  SAWS,  to  address  the  effects  of  the  Edwards 
Aquifer  water  withdrawais  in  the  EIS  and  to  advise  us  as  to  how  Brooks 
wiii  iimit  their  own  use  as  weii  as  iimit  water  use  by  the  private  entities 
they  wiii  transfer  or  iease  their  faciiities  to. 

Response:  As  addressed  in  Section  4. 5. 5.1 .1  of  the  EIS,  the  withdrawai 
of  water  from  the  Edwards  Aquifer  is  known  to  impact  springfiow  of  the 
Comai  and  San  Marcos  springs,  aithough  the  reiationship  between 
specific  withdrawai  and  springfiow  has  not  been  determined.  The 
Edwards  Aquifer  Act  vested  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority  with  the 
responsibiiity  to  “manage,  conserve,  preserve,  and  protect  the  aquifer.” 

As  part  of  this  responsibiiity,  the  Act  gave  the  Authority  the  power  to 
reguiate  pumping  from  the  aquifer.  The  SAWS,  from  whom  Brooks  AFB 
obtains  its  water  suppiy,  is  one  of  the  pumpers  subject  to  these  pumping 
restrictions.  As  evidenced  in  numerous  recent  news  reports,  SAWS  is 
activeiy  seeking  aiternative  non-Aquifer  sources  of  water.  In  addition, 
SAWS  supports  water  conservation  programs  and  is  impiementing  a 
iarge-scaie  recycied  water  project  to  reduce  the  use  of  potabie  Edwards 
Aquifer  water  for  irrigation  and  certain  industriai  uses.  Cieariy,  the 
Authority  and  SAWS  are  working  toward  soiutions  to  reduce  the  reiiance 
of  the  region  and  the  city  of  San  Antonio  on  the  Edwards  Aquifer. 

Under  the  Brooks  City  Base  Proposed  Action,  the  property  at  Brooks  AFB 
wouid  move  out  of  federai  ownership  and  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  CoSA.  SAWS  wouid  stiii  be  the  water  suppiier  and  the  regionai 
soiutions  impiemented  by  SAWS  and  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority 
wouid  appiy  to  Brooks  City  Base  water  users  in  the  same  manner  that 
they  appiy  to  users  throughout  the  SAWS  service  area.  Actuai  Air  Force 
potabie  water  usage  is  expected  to  decrease  due  to  reductions  in 
personnei  under  the  City  Base  Project  and,  when  coupied  with  our 
current  effort  to  connect  to  the  SAWS  recycied  water  project,  we  wiii  have 
significantiy  reduced  our  potabie  water  consumption.  SAWS  is  aiso 
pianning  to  bring  additionai  sources  of  water  on  iine  within  the  twenty- 
year  timeframe  considered  in  the  EIS.  While  the  Air  Force  has  and  will 
continue  to  support  water  conservation  efforts  at  Brooks  AFB,  it  is  only 
one  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  SAWS  customers.  Potential 
consumption  under  Scenario  C  in  2020,  the  highest  estimated  City  Base 
projection,  is  1 ,792  acre-ft  per  year,  which  would  amount  to 
approximately  0.4  percent  of  the  450,000  acre-feet  per  year  Edwards 
Aquifer  cap.  Because  the  Brooks  City  Base  project  represents  a 
miniscule  part  of  regional  water  consumption,  any  additional  restrictions 
the  Air  Force  might  place  on  the  property  transfer  would  have  an 
immeasurably  small  effect  on  the  Edwards  Aquifer  or  the  endangered  or 
threatened  species  that  rely  on  it.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force  has  no  plans 
to  regulate  water  use  by  the  city  of  San  Antonio,  its  successors,  or 
assigns,  or  those  that  the  city  permits  to  use  the  property.  The  solution 
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for  limiting  Edwards  Aquifer  water  withdrawals  seems  to  lie  with  the 
Authority  who  regulates  these  withdrawals  and  pumpers,  such  as  SAWS, 
who  withdraw  water  from  the  aquifer.  Attempting  to  put  specific  limits  on 
future  water  use  by  customers  in  one  section  of  the  City  may  indeed  limit 
water  use  in  that  area,  but  it  most  assuredly  would  also  restrict 
development  in  that  location  while  encouraging  it  elsewhere  due  to  the 
lack  of  such  additional  constraints. 

9-2  Comment:  Brooks  AFB  also  maintains  and  executes  a  Water 

Conservation  Plan  that  conforms  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio's  Aquifer 
Management  Plan.  The  Service  has  in  the  past  informed  the  City  of  San 
Antonio  and  the  Edwards  Aquifer  Authority,  that  although  a  step  in  the 
right  direction  toward  regulation  of  aquifer  use,  the  Service  believes  that 
the  rules  are  not  adequate  and  need  to  be  strengthened  to  assure 
necessary  flows  for  listed  species  at  Comal  and  San  Marcos  Springs. 

We  recommend  a  drought  plan  similar  to  Fort  Sam  Houston's  and 
Lackland,  Randolph  and  Kelly  AFBs  be  implemented  at  Brooks  AFB. 

Response:  The  Air  Force  will  work  with  our  partners  to  continue 
implementation  of  best  management  practices  to  reduce  requirements 
for  Edwards  Aquifer  water.  Brooks  AFB  has  implemented  water 
conservation  measures  such  as  the  use  of  shower  flow  restrictors, 
reduced  water  usage  in  toilets,  and  through  the  implementation  of  a 
drought  management  plan.  Since  1996,  Brooks  AFB  has  reduced  water 
consumption  by  over  16  percent.  The  Air  Force  will  encourage  property 
recipients  to  continue  such  best  management  practices  and  will 
cooperate  with  future  property  owners  in  their  efforts  to  conserve  water 
usage. 

9-3  Comment:  We  are  aware  that  reuse  is  an  effort  to  reduce  dependency 

on  the  aquifer.  However,  data  presented  in  the  EIS  clearly  show  a  steady 
increase  in  future  demands  and  indicate  that  reuse  water  will  help  reduce 
the  demands  on  the  aquifer.  It  is  the  Service's  concern  that  there  may  be 
a  general  perception  that  by  providing  for  part  of  the  water  needs  through 
a  reuse  project,  more  will  be  made  available  for  potable  users.  The 
ultimate  goal  is  to  sustain  the  region  and  reduce  the  negative 
environmental  effects  of  continued  total  reliance  on  the  aquifer. 

Therefore,  reduction  by  reuse  should  be  used  as  one  of  several 
alternative  water  sources  that  would  result  in  a  permanent  reduction 
from  the  current  amount  of  potable  water  pumped  from  the  aquifer. 

Water  quality  is  also  of  concern.  Appropriate  treatment  levels  would  also 
need  to  be  analyzed  to  protect  downstream  users. 

The  Service  is  also  concerned  about  the  potential  adverse  impacts  to  the 
streams  and  estuaries  from  reclaiming/reusing  effluents  and  other  return 
flows.  During  droughts,  some  stream  segments  and  the  estuaries  are 
expected  to  be  sustained  in  large  part  by  such  return  flows.  We 
recommend,  that  minimum  limits  be  placed  on  return  flows  currently 
permitted  to  enter  ecologically  unique  and  vulnerable  stream  segments 
and  estuaries. 
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Response:  Although  potential  future  development  of  Brooks  AFB 
property  by  others  may  drive  additional  demands  for  water,  actual  Air 
Force  use  of  potable  water  at  the  base  has  decreased  due  to 
conservation  programs  as  described  elsewhere.  With  connection  to  the 
recycled  water  project,  current  potable  water  usage  at  the  base  is 
expected  to  be  reduced  by  as  much  as  50  percent. 

We  understand  your  concern  with  regard  to  the  streamflows  affected  by 
the  recycled  water  project.  Entities  constructing  and  operating  the 
system  must  ensure  that  discharges  are  in  compliance  with  all  permit 
conditions  set  by  the  TNRCC.  An  analysis  of  the  ability  of  return  flows  to 
sustain  streams  during  drought  conditions  throughout  the  South  Texas 
region  is  outside  the  range  of  this  analysis  or  the  decisions  to  be 
supported  by  this  EIS.  Brooks  AFB  is  one  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
users  of  Edwards  Aquifer  water.  Analyzing  impacts  on  downstream  uses 
in  the  region  is  the  responsibility  of  the  water  supplier  rather  than  its 
customers. 

9-4  Comment:  In  our  February  23,  1999,  letter  the  Service  also 

recommended  pursuing  water  conservation  measures  such  as  low  flow 
toilets  and  shower  heads  and  xeriscaping  be  used  if  new  areas  of 
housing  were  to  be  associated  with  the  base. 

Response:  See  response  to  Comment  9-2. 
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1  COLONEL  MICHAEL:  Good  evening,  ladies  and 

2  gentlemen.  I'd  like  to  welcome  you  to  the  public  hearing  on  the 

3  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Brooks  City  Base 

4  Project  here  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas.  My  name  is 

5  Colonel  Gregory  Michael  and  I  will  be  the  presiding  officer  for 

6  tonight's  meeting. 

7  This  hearing  is  being  held  in  accordance  with  the 

8  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and 


9  I  implementing  regulatii 


The  Act  requires  that  federal 
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10  agencies  analyze  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  their 

11  proposed  actions  and  consider  the  results  of  their  decision 


13  The  purpose  of  tonight's  hearing  is  to  receive 

14  your  comments,  suggestions,  and  criticisms  of  the  draft 

15  environmental  impact  statement.  Those  of  you  who  have  not  had 

16  an  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  environmental  impact 

17  statement  may  want  to  read  the  summary  of  the  major  findings  of 

18  the  BIS  --  again,  that's  the  abbreviated  term  for  the 

19  environmental  impact  statement  --  in  the  handout  available  at 

20  the  door.  Those  findings  will  also  be  addressed  by  panel 

21  members  in  their  presentations  this  evening. 

22  Before  I  introduce  the  members  of  the  public 

23  hearing  panel,  let  me  explain  my  role  in  this  evening's  meeting. 

24  I  am  a  military  judge,  attachment  to  Boeing  Air  Force  Base,  and 

25  I  serve  as  the  chief  reserve  trial  judge  of  the  Air  Force.  My 
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1  primary  duty  is  a  trial  judge  for  the  United  States  Air  Force 

2  trying  court  martials  throughout  the  country.  Tonight,  however, 

3  my  function  is  to  ensure  we  have  a  fair  and  orderly  hearing  and 

4  that  all  who  wish  to  speak  have  an  opportunity  to  do  so.  1  am 

5  not  here  as  a  legal  expert  on  Che  environmental  impact 

6  statement,  nor  do  I  act  as  a  legal  advisor  to  the  Air  Force 

7  representatives  who  will  be  making  representations. 

8  Now,  I'd  like  to  introduce  the  members  of  the 

9  public  hearing  panel.  To  my  immediate  right  is 

10  Dr.  Brendan  Godfrey,  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  311th  Human 

11  Systems  Wing,  which  is  the  host  organization  at  Brooks  Air  Force 

12  Base.  Dr.  Godfrey  'will  be  speaking  as  the  proponent  for  the 

13  City  Base  Project.  He  will  provide  an  overview  of  the  City  Base 


15  To  Dr.  Giodfrey's  immediate  right,  is  Mr.  Dale 

16  Clark,  from  the  Environmental  Analysis  Division  of  the  Air  Force 

17  Center  for  Environmental  Excellence,  a  tenant  organization 

18  located  at  the  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  Mr.  Clark  will  be 

19  briefing  you  on  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process  and 

20  summarizing  the  results  reported  in  the  draft  EIS.  Also  seated 

21  at  the  table  are  Mr.  Manuel  Longoria,  Economic  Development 

22  Department  for  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  and  Mr.  Dick  Grant,  Vice 

23  Chair  of  the  Brooks  Advisory  Board,  appointed  by  the  City 

24  Council  to  advise  the  City  on  matters  regarding  the  City  Base 


1  Following  the  presentations,  we  may  have  a  short 

2  break.  Due  to  the  number  of  people,  I  doubt  that  we  will,  and 

3  we  will  go  right  into  the  public  discussion. 

4  I'd  like  to  make  some  other  introductions  of 

5  people  here  with  us  tonight  who  are  responsible  for  the 

6  environmental  management  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  These 


elude  Mr.  Hamid  Kamalpour,  who  : 


I  charge  of  natural  and 


8  cultural  resources  protection  at  Brooks,  and  Mr.  Jason  Gorden, 

9  who  handles  environmental  restoration  for  the  base.  These  folks 

10  have  responsibility  for  environmental  issues  at  Brooks, 

11  including  the  environmental  impact  statement  we  are  going  to  be 

12  discussing  this  evening. 

13  Tonight's  hearing  is  designed  to  give  you  an 

14  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental 

15  impact  statement.  Keep  in  mind  that  the  environmental  impact 

16  statement  is  simply  intended  to  ensure  that  future  decision 

17  makers  will  be  fully  apprised  of  the  environmental  impacts 

18  associated  with  the  various  alternatives  before  they  decide  on  a 

19  course  of  action.  Consequently,  comments  tonight  on  issues 

20  unrelated  to  the  environmental  impact  statement  are  really 

21  beyond  the  scope  of  this  hearing  and  will  not  be  addressed. 

22  If  you  don’t  feel  comfortable  standing  up  tonight 

23  and  making  a  statement,  you  have  until  November  20th  --  I 

24  repeat  --  November  20th  to  submit  a  copy  of  your  statement  for 

25  consideration  prior  to  publishing  the  final  EIS.  The  Air  Force 
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1 

will  continue  to  accept  comments  after  November  20th,  but  the 

1 

rear  where  Jennifer  is  located  and  you  may  read  it,  if  you  wish. 

2 

Air  Force  cannot  guarantee  the  late  comments  will  be  included  in 

2 

or  leave  it,  whichever  you  prefer. 

3 

the  final  environmental  impact  statement. 

3 

Second,  please  speak  clearly  and  slowly  into  the 

4 

Special  sheets  are  provided  at  the  registration 

4 

microphone,  starting  with  your  name,  address  and  the  capacity  in 

S 

area  for  your  use  in  providing  these  comments.  The  address 

5 

which  you  appear  --  for  example,  a  public  official,  a  designated 

6 

shown  on  the  slide  is  also  contained  in  the  brochure  and  on  the 

6 

representative  of  a  group  or  a  concerned  citizen.  This  will 

7 

comment  sheets  you  received  as  you  entered  the  hall.  Also,  even 

7 

help  our  court  reporter  prepare  a  professional  transcript. 

8 

if  you  make  comments  this  evening,  you  still  have  until 

8 

Third,  each  person  will  be  recognized  for  five 

9 

November  20th  to  submit  additional  written  comments  to  the 

9 

minutes,  and  that  includes  public  officials,  designated 

10 

address  shown  on  the  slide  and  on  the  bottom  of  the  comment 

10 

spokespersons  and  private  individuals.  If  you  have  more 

11 

sheets.  All  statements,  whether  made  verbally  or  submitted  in 

11 

comments  than  that,  than  you  will  be  able  to  present  in  the  five 

12 

writing  either  tonight  or  later,  will  be  considered  to  the  same 

12 

minutes,  please  prioritize  your  comments  to  ensure  that  the  most 

13 

extent.  Again,  please  don't  be  shy  or  hesitate  to  make  a 

13 

important  are  addressed  first. 

14 

statement.  I  want  to  ensure  that  all  who  wish  to  be  apeak  have 

14 

And,  finally,  if  you  have  any  cellular 

15 

a  fair  chance  to  be  heard. 

15 

telephones,  I  will  ask  that  they  be  turned  off.  I  don't  want 

16 

We  have  a  court  reporter  with  us  tonight,  Darlene 

16 

those  interrupting  people  while  they  are  speaking.  And, 

17 

Zuehl,  who  will  take  down  verbatim  everything  that  is  said 

17 

finally,  please  do  not  speak  while  another  person  is  speaking. 

18 

tonight.  The  verbatim  record  will  become  part  of  the  final  EIS. 

18 

Only  one  person  will  be  recognized  at  a  time. 

19 

The  court  reporter  will  be  able  to  make  a  complete  record  only 

19 

One  thing  I  can't  stress  enough,  many  of  you  here 

20 

if  she  can  hear  and  understand  what  you  say.  With  that  in  mind, 

20 

may  have  information  regarding  environmental  inputs  unknown  to 

21 

please  help  me  by  observing  the  following  ground  rules. 

21 

us.  We  are  very  interested  in  hearing  and  analyzing  all 

22 

First,  please  speak  only  after  I  recognize  you 

22 

potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  its 

23 

and  please  address  your  remarks  to  me.  If  you  have  a  written 

23 

alternatives.  You  may  have  experience  that  comes  from  living  in 

24 

statement,  you  may  place  it  on  the  table  next  to  the  podium 

24 

this  area,  so  the  second  part  of  today's  communication,  the  part 

25 

right  here  where  the  court  reporter  is  or  at  the  table  at  the 

25 

that  flows  from  you  to  us,  is  important.  Don't  hesitate  to  be 
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part  of  the  proceedings. 

1 

In  a  nutshell,  we  do  cutting-edge  research  that 

2 

Now,  it's  my  pleasure  to  introduce 

2 

relates  to  human  performance  and  safety,  we  do  engineering 

3 

Dr.  Brendan  Godfrey,  who  will  describe  the  Brooks  City  Base 

3 

design,  we  buy  the  products  and  put  them  into  the  field  to  keep 

4 

Project.  Dr.  Godfrey. 

4 

our  people  safe  and  healthy,  we  maintain  that  equipment  in  the 

5 

DR.  GODFREY:  Thank  you,  sir.  I  want  to  --  I 

5 

field,  we  train  people  --  7,000  people  a  year  --  in  how  to 

6 

wanted  to  join  with  Colonel  Michael  in  welcoming  all  of  you 

6 

utilize  that  equipment,  how  to  identify  problems  and  solve  them, 

7 

here.  Brooks  City  Base  Project  has  been  publicized  widely  in 

we  monitor  the  health  of  people  worldwide,  we  perform  disaster 

8 

San  Antonio  and  so  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  will  only  be 

3 

response  activities  in  cases  where  outbreaks  of  disease  may 

9 

providing  a  brief  summary  of  it.  However,  I  will  be  able,  both 

9 

occur,  throughout  the  world  in  fact,  and  last,  but  not  least,  we 

10 

during  the  break  and  after  the  meeting,  if  anyone  wants  to  get 

10 

provide  a  variety  of  environmental  and  health  services.  Next 

11 

additional  details.  Next  slide,  please. 

11 

chart. 

12 

What  I  will  be  covering  in  the  next  IS  minutes  is 

12 

Although  we  have  a  number  of  unique  pieces  of 

13 

a  brief  description  of  the  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  itself,  our 

13 

equipment  on  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  our  real  strength,  of 

14 

strategy  and  approach  to  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project,  the  kind 

14 

course,  is  our  people.  We  have  a  mix  of  scientists,  engineers. 

15 

of  partnerships  that  have  developed  already  and,  finally,  the 

15 

medical  personnel,  skilled  technicians,  and  craftspersons,  some 

16 

nature  of  the  process  that  we  have  to  go  through  to  get  to  the 

16 

8-,  900  people  with  specialized  degrees  in  either  science  or 

17 

Brooks  City  Based  Project,  how  to  make  it  actually  happen  and 

17 

medicine  or  business  management.  In  all,  there  are  3,500  people 

18 

the  time  line  that  is  involved.  So  in  the  10  or  so  charts,  we 

18 

on  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  a  mix  of  civilians,  some  officers  and 

19 

will  be  giving  you  a  broad  picture  of  where  we  are  going  and 

19 

enlisted  personnel  and  also  both  the  contractors  here.  The  City 

20 

what  we  are  doing.  Next  chart,  please. 

20 

has  estimated  that  the  economic  impact  of  Brooks  Air  Force  and 

21 

To  begin  with.  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  is  the 

21 

then  when  you  fund  the  City  it  is  approximately  $500  million. 

22 

Air  Force  Center  of  Excellence  for  human  environmental  products 

22 

Next  chart,  please. 

23 

and  services.  We  keep  people  healthy  and  we  look  after  the 

23 

What  is,  then,  the  Brooks  City  Base  vision?  What 

24 

environment  from  the  point  of  view  of  making  sure  that  the  Air 

24 

do  we  actually  hope  to  do?  Our  goal,  simply  stated,  is  to 

25 

Force  is  a  good  steward  of  the  environment. 

25 

transfer  the  ownership  of  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  to  the  City  or  a 
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1  private  developer  in  exchange  for  services  in  the  metro 

2  development  of  revenue.  Under  those  circumstances,  Brooks  would 

3  become  a  high-tech  business  park.  Unlike  Kelly  Air  Force  Base, 

4  and  I  need  to  emphasize  that  strongly,  the  Air  Force  is  not 

5  planning  to  leave  Brooks.  We  plan  to  remain  and  in  fact  do  a 
S  better  job  and  a  stronger  mission  because  we  will  be 

7  strengthened  by  partnerships  with  companies  and  universities, 

8  and  I  will  give  you  just  a  few  samples  of  that  later  on. 

9  Municipal  services  then  will  be  provided  by  the 


10  Icity  in  the  private  sector. 


■  will  get  out  of  the  business 


11  lof  acting  like  a  small  town,  allow  the  folks  who  know  how  to  i 


13  I  fighter,  which  : 


r  city,  and  we  focus  on  supporting  Che  war 
i  our  major  responsibility. 


Furthermore,  we  would  be  hoping,  as  the  City 


15  does,  that  the  private  sector  will  take  advantage  of  these 
IS  opportunities  to  stimulate  economic  development  on  previously 

17  vacant  land  in  and  around  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  and  to  also 

18  share  with  us  the  equipment  that  we  have  available  and  the 

19  intellectual  property  and  expertise.  So  this  is  a  joint  mission 

20  then  of  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  the  San  Antonio  community,  and 

21  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  Next  chart,  please. 

22  We  could  not  do  the  kinds  of  things  that  I  am 

23  talking  about  unless  we  had  specific  legislative  approval,  and 

24  we  have  it.  Just  a  few  months  ago  Congress  passed  legislation 

25  which  allows  us  to  do  the  following  things.  It  empowers  the 


1  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  sell  or  lease  Air  Force  property, 

2  specifying  the  amount  and  form  of  compensation  so  long  as  it  is 

3  fair  market  value  and  then  to  leaseback  property  for  Air  Force 

4  use,  and  it  allows  us  exemptions  from  a  variety  of  federal  laws 

5  which  thereby  enable  us  to  do  this  in  a  timely  fashion.  It 

6  allows  us  to  seek  to  --  pay  based  services  based  on  debt  value, 

7  including  the  purchase  of  municipal  services  from  the  City  of 

8  San  Antonio.  Not  all  municipal  services  but  most  of  them.  We 

9  do  not  purchase  police  and  fire  or  schools . 

10  It  also  establishes  a  base  revolving  fund  so  that 

11  any  income  we  may  receive,  either  from  the  City  or  from  other 

12  partners,  is  not  sent  back  to  Washington  but  rather  is  retained 

13  here  in  San  Antonio  for  the  enhancement  of  Brooks.  This 

14  legislation  actually  becomes  effective  30  days  after  we  submit  a 

15  master  plan  to  Congress,  and  we  plan  to  do  that  in  March  of  2001 

16  and  those  authorities  persist  until  2005.  All  right.  And, 

17  again,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  it  doesn't  mean  that  all  the 

18  deals  are  undone  in  2005,  it  simply  means  that  without 

19  additional  authority  through  Congress,  we  cannot  cut  new  deals. 

20  Next  chart,  please. 

21  Okay.  So  what  are  the  mechanics  on  the  top 

22  level?  First,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  the  City  --  conveys  to  the 

23  City  of  San  Antonio  all  1,310  acres  of  the  base,  two  square 

24  miles,  and  all  the  facilities  on  the  base.  The  property  then 

25  becomes  part  of  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  just  like  the  land  we 
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1  are  standing  on  right  here  is  part  of  the  City  of  San  Antonio. 

2  Then  the  Air  Force  leases  back  the  land  and  facilities  that  we 

3  need  to  continue  to  do  our  mission,  and  this  will  be  most  of  the 

4  buildings  but  not  a  lot  of  the  land.  We  then  will  look  to  the 

5  City  of  San  Antonio  for  services  and  infrastructure  support  and 

6  upgrading  of  the  facilities  in  order  to  accommodate  economic 

7  development,  and  if  there  are  revenues  down  the  road  from  this, 

B  then  the  City  and  the  Air  Force  will  share  equally  in  that;  but, 


•  primary  goal  is 


>  produce  revenues. 


10  Our  primary  goal  is  to  enhance  the  performance  of 

11  the  Brooks  mission,  to  cut  costs  for  the  Air  Force,  to  enhance 

12  economic  development  in  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  to  contribute 

13  to  the  vision  of  the  City  of  becoming  a  high-tech  community, 

14  especially  in  the  area  biotechnology.  Next  chart. 

15  All  right.  This  is  a  schematic  map  of  Brooks  Air 


16  iForce  Base.  The  areas  in  yello' 


!  areas  that  are  largely 


17  built  up.  You  will  notice  they  are  primarily  in  the  northwest 

18  comer,  bounded  by  the  Old  Corpus  Christi  Highway  and  Southwest 

19  Military  Highway,  and  then  there  is  the  substantial  amount  of 

20  vacant,  more  or  less,  virgin  land  abounded  on  the  east  side  by 

21  Goliad  Street,  on  the  south  by  the  Brooks  side  housing 

22  development  and  by  the  property  owned  by  the  Texas  A  &  M 

23  University  System.  There  is  approximately  two  million  square 

24  feet  of  buildings  on  the  base,  and  as  I  have  already  remarked, 

25  an  excellent  workforce  and  some  1,300  acres  of  land  all  told. 
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1  Approximately  half  of  that  land  is  available  for  economic 

2  development.  Next  chart, 

3  I  want  to  emphasize  strongly  that  the  Brooks  City 

4  Base  Project  would  not  be  possible  if  it  were  not  for  the 

5  cooperation  and  support  of  the  San  Antonio  community.  The  whole 

6  idea  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project,  of  conveying  property  to 

7  the  community  then  leasing  back  what  we  need  and  using  the  rest 

8  of  it  for  economic  development  and  mutual  benefit,  is  not  an 

9  idea  that  was  hatched  within  the  Air  Force.  It  is  a  concept 

10  that  was  developed  by  our  college  in  the  San  Antonio  community, 

11  some  of  whom  you  see  right  here  in  front  of  you. 

12  What  the  City  of  San  Antonio  has  contributed,  by 

13  organizing  task  forces  which,  as  I  just  remarked,  developed  the 

14  Brooks  City  Base  Project;  a  Brooks  Advisory  Board,  of  which 

15  Mr.  Grant  is  the  Vice  Chair,  that  links  together  interested 

16  parties  in  the  City,  the  comnunity,  and  the  base;  a  joint 

17  criteria  document,  which  describes  our  overall  measures  of 

18  success  which  I  will  be  sharing  with  you  shortly;  and,  finally, 

19  the  Economic  Development  Department  represented  by  Mr.  Longoria 

20  which  has  been  working  with  us  hand  and  glove  in  developing  the 

21  detailed  strategy  for  the  conveyance  of  these. 

22  We  would  not  be  where  we  are  also  without  the 

23  strong  support  of  the  San  Antonio  congressional  delegation, 

24  particularly  our  local  congressman.  Congressman  Rodriguez;  and 

25  last,  but  definitely  not  least,  the  Chambers  of  Commerce  has 
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1  worked  closely  with  us  carrying  out  the  Joint  vision  Conference 

2  which  laid  out  the  overall  strategy  for  where  we  wanted  to  go, 

3  jointly  with  the  community,  and  also  making  Brooks  Air  Force 

4  Base  part  of  the  Avenida  business  zone  and  a  variety  of  other 

5  initiatives  for  strengthening  the  economic  vitality  of  southeast 

6  San  Antonio.  Next  chart. 

7  Now,  let  me  share  with  you  two  examples  of 

8  several  that  we  are  already  pursuing  in  order  to  strengthen  both 

9  the  capabilities  of  Brooks  and  the  capabilities  of  San  Antonio 

10  and  San  Antonio  and  South  Texas.  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  has 

11  entered  into  a  partnership  with  a  number  of  universities, 

12  including  the  University  of  Texas  Health  Science  Center, 

13  University  of  Texas  San  Antonio  and  Palo  Alto  College  here  in 

14  San  Antonio  and  a  variety  of  other  state  institutions  in  order 


15  to  focus  our  combined  capabilitie 


I  addressing  health  issues 


16  in  South  Texas,  particularly  the  Texas/Hexico  border  region. 

17  What  comes  of  this?  Enhanced  Air  Force, 

18  worldwide,  environmental  support  because  the  problems  that  are 

19  confronting  the  Texas/Mexico  border  are  the  same  kinds  of 

20  problems  that  we  confront  when  we  go  to  many  third-world 

21  countries  around  the  world:  Education  training,  research  and 

22  services  developed  for  the  border,  greater  capabilities  and 

23  reduced  cost  for  partners,  opportunities  for  private  sector 


24  participation. 


1  months  ago,  was  a  well  attended  border  health  symposium. 

2  Keynote  speaker  was  Senator  Hutchison.  Senator  Rodriguez  also 

3  spoke  and  many  other  state  and  federal  community  leaders  and 

4  they  focused  very  clearly  on  the  importance  of  all  of  us  working 

5  together  to  address  key  health  issues  in  South  Texas.  A  variety 

6  of  other  initiatives  are  being  planned  and  will  be  presented  to 

7  the  state  legislature  and  to  various  federal  agencies,  including 

8  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  within  the  next  few  months. 

9  So  this  is  one  of  the  new  Initiatives  that  has  grown  out  of  the 

10  planning  for  the  Brooks  City  Based  Project.  Next  chart. 

11  Still  another  area  is  the  growing  relationship 

12  between  the  Alamo  Community  College  System  and  Brooks  Air  Force 

13  Base  and,  in  particular,  with  Palo  Alto  Community  College,  which 

14  is,  I  am  sure  you  know,  only  about  five  miles  from  here  west  on 
16  410.  For  two  years  now,  they  have  utilized  facilities,  that  we 

16  have  ceased  using,  to  carry  out  small  animal  veterinary  training 

17  as  part  of  their  Veterinary  Technology  Program.  In  negotiations 

18  we  have  just  completed,  they  will  be  moving  their  large  animal 

19  Veterinary  Technology  Training  Program  to  Brooks  Air  Force  Base 

20  and,  in  addition  to  that,  their  new  veterinary  technicians  will 

21  have  the  opportunity  of  hands-on  training  here  at  Brooks  by 

22  running  a  veterinary  clinic  here. 


In  addition  to  that. 


!  exploring  a  wide 


Our  kickoff  activity,  which  occurred  about  nine 


24  variety  of  additional  interactions,  including  allowing  the 

25  partnership  involving  the  Texas  A  &  M  University  and  Palo  Alto 


SAN  ANTONIO  COURT  REPORTING 
700  N.  ST.  MARY’S  ST.,  STE.  1525 
SAN  ANTONIO,  TEXAS  78205  (210)  227-152S 


SAN  ANTONIO  COURT  REPORTING 
700  N.  ST.  MARY'S  ST.,  STE.  1525 
SAN  ANTONIO,  TEXAS  78205  (210)  227-1525 


Document  1 


Document  1 


1  College  to  utilize  some  space  here  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  for 

2  teaching  of  classes,  conducting  of  business  learning.  So  we  are 

3  seeking  to  build  on  the  robust  relationship  we  already  have  with 

4  Palo  Alto  College  to  perhaps  build  an  even  stronger  three-way 

5  partnership  with  Palo  Alto  and  Texas  A  &  M  University.  And 

6  these  are  just  two  of  numerous  other  initiatives  that  we  are 


7  carrying  out  to  reach  c 


•  the  San  Antonio  community  and  to 


6  develop  a  variety  of  partnerships  that  are  mutually  beneficial. 

9  Next  chart,  please. 

10  So  what  are  now  the  detailed  steps  that  we  have 

11  to  carry  out  in  order  to  accomplish  the  Brooks  City  Base 

12  Project?  First  and  foremost,  the  community  needs  to  plan  to 

13  actually  take  over  the  base,  to  assume  the  myriad  of 

14  responsibilities  that  the  base  is  carrying  on  right  now,  to 

15  conduct  environmental  due  diligence.  And  Mr.  Longoria  has  been 

16  central  in  carrying  out  those  activities.  At  the  same  time,  the 

17  Air  Force  needs  to  do  the  planning  for  the  transfer  of 

18  leaseback,  and  we  are  well  along  with  that.  Then  we  need  to 

19  carry  out  three  environmental  initiatives.  The  first  of  which 

20  is  the  environmental  impact  analysis,  and  the  meeting  we  have 

21  here  is  a  part  of  that.  Next  chart. 

22  In  addition  to  that,  we  would  be  carrying  out  an 

23  environmental  baseline  survey,  actually  updating  one  that 

24  already  exists,  to  clearly  document  the  environmental  conditions 

25  of  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  We  will  then  be  completing  out 
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1  environmental  cleanup  and  our  compliance  programs  in  order  to 

2  accommodate  the  conveyance.  We  expect  those  activities  to  be 

3  largely  complete  later  next  year.  Then  we  need  to  actually  lay 

4  out  the  mechanical  process,  all  the  steps  that  are  involved  in 

5  transferring  a  whole  series  of  initiatives  from  the  City  --  from 

6  the  base  to  the  City,  such  as  infrastructure  services,  utilities 

7  management,  legal  jurisdiction.  So  there  is  a  whole  series  of 

8  small  steps  that  have  to  be  carried  out  after  we  have  actually 

9  done  the  main  conveyance,  and  we  are  developing  the  plans  for 

10  that  now.  We  will  have  those  plans  completed  by  next  summer. 

11  Last,  but  not  least,  people  are  always  impacted 

12  when  any  major  change  takes  place  and  so  we  are  working  jointly 

13  with  the  City  and  the  state  and  with  the  local  unions  to  make 

14  sure  that  we  take  good  care  of  people  who  are  impacted  and 

15  minimize  adverse  actions.  Next  chart . 

16  I  mentioned  to  you  earlier  that  several  months 

17  ago  we  had  laid  out  a  series  of  criteria,  jointly  between  the 

18  City  and  Brooks,  so  that  we  would  know,  after  all  is  said  and 

19  done,  have  we  done  what  was  right?  Have  we,  in  fact, 

20  accomplished  what  we  set  out  to  do?  I  don’t  plan  to  go  through 

21  all  of  these  in  detail,  but  merely  to  encapsulate  by  saying  we 

22  agree  jointly  that  our  goals  are  to  improve  the  initiative,  in 


23  fact,  of  this  --  of  Brooks  Air  Force  1 


to  support  the  Brooks 


24  people,  and  to  promote  economic  development.  And  we  have,  ii 

25  fact,  indeed  a  detailed  checklist  which  we  will  be  using  to 
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1 

evaluate  all  the  initiatives  that  we  carry  out  under  the  Brooks 

1 

Environmental  Excellence  which  is  here  locally  at  Brooks  Air 

2 

City  Base  Project  to  ensure  that  they  be  described  herein. 

2 

Force  Base,  and  our  organization  is  conducting  the  environmental 

3 

My  last  chart  shows  you  the  time  line.  We  have 

3 

analysis  process  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project.  Tonight,  I'm 

4 

been  negotiating  diligently  with  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  and  in 

4 

going  to  give  you  some  background  on  environmental  analysis,  in 

5 

fact  we  had  meetings  just  this  afternoon  on  that  subject,  to 

5 

general,  and  then  talk  about  the  results  shown  in  the  draft  EIS, 

6 

establish  a  nonbinding  agreement  between  the  City  and  the  Air 

in  particular. 

7 

Force  that  lays  out  the  deal,  if  you  will,  between  the  City  and 

7 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  or  NEPA, 

8 

the  Air  Force,  so  that  we  have  a  basis  for  developing  the  legal 

8 

requires  that  federal  agencies  consider  the  environmental 

9 

documents.  That  nonbinding  agreement  we  expect  to  have 

9 

consequences  of  their  proposed  actions  and  their  decision-making 

10 

finalized,  in  draft  form,  Friday,  and  we  expect  to  have  it 

10 

process.  The  possible  decisions  to  implement  City  Base  is  an 

11 

signed  by  the  end  of  this  calendar  year. 

11 

action  that  requires  this  consideration,  and  we've  prepared  an 

12 

Environmental  studies,  as  I--have  already 

12 

environmental  impact,  or  EIS,  to  analyze  those  potential 

13 

mentioned,  are  well  under  way  and  we  hope  to  have  them  completed 

13 

environmental  consequences. 

14 

by  June  of  2001.  Then,  shortly  thereafter,  signing  the 

14 

NEPA  also  requires  that  the  public  be  included  in 

15 

documents  necessary  for  the  actual  conveyance  of  property  to 

15 

this  decision-making  process.  We  published  a  notice  of  intent 

16 

Brooks  from  the  City  to  the  Air  Force  in  the  leaseback,  and  we 

16 

to  prepare  the  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  16th  of  this 

17 

expect  to  have  that  done  by  October  of  2001,  and  then  all  the 

17 

year  and  conducted  our  scoping  meeting  --  or  conducted  public 

18 

steps  that  are  involved  in  the  actual  transfer  of 

18 

scoping,  rather,  during  June,  July  and  August.  The  notice 

19 

responsibilities  will  take  place  in  the  year  thereafter.  That 

19 

described  the  proposed  City  Base  Project  and  requested  public 

20 

is  my  briefing.  Thank  you  very  much. 

20 

input  on  the  issues  to  be  addressed. 

21 

COLOKEL  MICHAEL:  Thank  you  very  much. 

21 

A  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  here  in 

22 

Dr.  Godfrey.  Now  I  would  like  to  present  Mr.  Dale  Clark  who 

22 

Slattery  Hall  on  July  12th  to  explain  the  EIS  process  and  to 

23 

will  brief  us  on  the  environmental  process.  Mr.  Clark. 

23 

gather  public  comment.  The  scoping  process  helped  guide 

24 

MR.  CLARK:  Thank  you.  Colonel  Michael.  I’m  an 

24 

preparation  of  the  draft  EIS.  The  draft  EIS  was  made  available 

25 

environmental  program  manager  at  the  Air  Force  Center  for 

25 

for  public  review  and  comment  in  September.  Tonight’s  public 
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1 

hearing  is  a  formal  meeting  in  which  we  review  the  results 

1 

impacts  of  implementing  the  alternatives,  which  we  discuss  in 

2 

presented  in  the  draft  EIS  and  receive  public  comments  on  the 

2 

Chapter  4. 

3 

document . 

3 

As  I  already  mentioned,  the  Proposed  Action  is  to 

Any  comments  made  on  the  draft  EIS  this  evening. 

convey  all  or  portions  of  the  approximately  1,310  acres  of  base 

5 

whether  verbal  or  written,  will  be  part  of  the  public  record  and 

5 

real  property,  including  facilities  and  infrastructure  to  the 

6 

will  be  considered  as  we  prepare  the  final  EIS.  As  I  have 

6 

City  of  San  Antonio  or  other  public  or  private  entities.  The 

7 

already  mentioned,  written  comments  will  be  accepted  through  the 

7 

City  or  other  entity  could  then  develop  the  transferred  portions 

3 

end  of  the  public  comment  period  which  lasts  through 

8 

of  the  base  in  a  manner  consistent  with  Brooks  Air  Force  Base 

9 

November  20th  of  this  year.  Written  comments  should  be 

9 

missions  and  operations. 

10 

addressed  to  --  should  be  directed,  rather,  to  the  address  shown 

10 

Transferred  facilities  necessary  to  continue  the 

11 

on  the  slide.  This  address  is  also  on  the  handout  sheets  and 

11 

Air  Force  mission  would  be  leased  back  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

12 

the  brochure  that  you  were  provided  with  this  evening. 

12 

Operating  leases  of  property  and  facilities  would  be  granted  to 

13 

After  the  end  of  the  public  comment  period,  all 

13 

the  Air  Force  for  up  to  20  years  or  longer,  depending  on  the 

14 

comments  will  be  reviewed,  responses  will  be  prepared,  and  the 

14 

results  of  negotiations. 

15 

EIS  may  be  revised,  if  necessary.  All  comments  received  will  be 

15 

The  transfer/leaseback  action  would  allow  the  Air 

16 

printed  in  the  final  EIS,  which  is  scheduled  for  publication  in 

16 

Force  to  reduce  the  operating  and  maintenance  costs  associated 

17 

of  February  2001.  Following  the  release  of  the  final  EIS  and  a 

17 

with  owning  the  property  while  still  allowing  continuing  use  of 

18 

required  30-day  waiting  period,  the  Air  Force  may  publish  its 

18 

facilities  and  property  necessary  to  support  its  missions.  Air 

19 

record  of  decision,  indicating  if  and  how  it  will  in®)lement  the 

19 

Force  organizations  are,  in  general,  expected  to  remain  within 

20 

Brooks  City  Base  Project. 

20 

the  primary  facilities  they  currently  occupy,  at  least  within 

21 

Now,  the  three  major  portions  of  the 

21 

the  short  term. 

22 

environmental  impact  statement  are  the  description  of 

22 

Under  the  Outgrant  Alternative,  which  is  the 

23 

alternatives,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  which  we  include  as 

23 

alternative  action,  the  property  could  outgrant  to  the  City  or 

24 

Chapter  2;  the  description  of  the  affected  environment. 

24 

other  public  or  private  entity.  For  the  purposes  of  the  EIS, 

25 

presented  in  Chapter  3;  and  the  environmental  consequences  of 

25 

outgrants  may  include  leases,  licenses,  permits,  or 
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1  rights-of -entry.  Under  this  alternative,  the  Air  Force  would 

2  maintain  continuing  control  and  responsibility  for  the  property 

3  and  would  have  a  continuing  responsibility  to  conduct  NEPA 

4  analysis  as  necessary  as  individual  outgrants  are  negotiated. 

5  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  we  also  look  at  the 

6  No-Action  Alternative,  under  which  the  City  Base  Project  would 

7  not  be  implemented  and  base  operations  would  continue  under 


9  Although  the  Air  Force's  primary  decisions 

10  regarding  the  City  Base  Project,  from  the  NEPA  standpoint,  are 

11  related  to  transfer  or  outgrant  of  Brooks  property,  we  expect 

12  these  actions,  themselves,  to  have  few,  if  any.  direct 

13  environmental  effects.  However,  future  use  of  base  property  is 

14  expected  to  create  indirect  environmental  effects.  Therefore, 

15  in  the  draft  EIS,  we  analysed  reasonable  future  land  use 

16  descriptions  or  what  we  called  "scenarios"  to  determine  the 

17  range  of  environmental  effects  that  may  occur  if  the  City  Base 

18  Project  is  implemented.  Three  land  use  scenarios,  which  we 

19  termed  A,  B  and  C,  were  developed  for  consideration  in  the 

20  impact  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Outgrant 


22  The  land  use  scenarios  we  considered  for  the 

23  impact  analysis  are  intended  to  depict  the  reasonable  range  of 

24  land  uses  that  may  occur  on  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  over  the  next 

25  20  years  under  the  auspices  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project. 


1  They  are  not  proposals  for  future  development,  but  they  do 

2  represent  differing  combinations  of  land  use  types  that  may 

3  occur  on  Brooks  if  City  Base  is  implemented.  These  land  uses 

4  were  developed  by  the  Air  Force  with  input  from  various  city 

5  agencies  and  community  representatives.  We  anticipate  that  the 

6  property  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  would  fall  under  City  of 

7  San  Antonio  zoning  and  planning  authorities  once  it  is 

8  transferred  out  of  federal  ownership. 

9  Each  of  the  land  use  scenarios  we  are  considering 

10  has  a  similar  mix  of  land  uses,  but  with  varying  acreages  and 

11  locations  for  the  land  use  types.  The  centerpiece  for  each  of 

12  the  scenarios  is  land  you've  shown  in  light  --  shown  in  light 

13  blue  on  these  slides  and  termed  Research  and  Development  Park. 

14  This  land  use  is  intended  to  capitalise  on  the  existing  research 

15  and  development  staff  and  infrastructure  already  in  place  at 


17  As  you  can  see,  under  Scenario  A,  this  land  use 

18  includes  the  base's  existing  research  and  development  facilities 

19  in  the  area  known  as  the  Hill  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the 

20  base,  other  facilities  on  the  west  side  of  the  base,  and  much  of 

21  the  currently  undeveloped  area  in  the  southeastern  quadrant  of 

22  the  base  are  also  included  under  the  Research  and  Development 


The  Mixed  Use  land  i 


shown  in  dark  blue, 


25  occupies  many  of  the  administrative,  commercial,  and  service 
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1  facilities  in  the  central  portion  of  the  base.  This  land  use  is 

2  intended  to  support  a  denser  combination  of  office,  retail, 

3  commercial,  and  residential  uses  much  like  a  downtown  area  in 

4  the  neighborhood. 

5  The  Traditional  Neighborhood  Development  land 

6  use,  shown  in  yellow,  is  a  residential  use  that  includes  the 

7  existing  family  housing  area  on  the  north  side  of  the  base  and 

8  also  provides  space  for  additional  housing  expansion  on  the 

9  south  side  near  proposed  new  neighborhood  developments  just 


11  A  multifamily  residential  land  use  has  been 

12  identified  for  an  area  near  the  current  main  gate  on  the  north 

13  side  and  a  larger  area  on  the  southeast  corner  of  the  base. 

14  These  are  shown  in  the  sort  of  mustard  color  that  you  see  there. 

15  A  retail/commericial  land  use,  shown  in  pink,  has 

16  been  identified  for  the  northeast  corner  of  the  base  near  the 

17  intersection  of  Goliad  Road  and  Military  Drive.  This  land  use 

18  could  include  retail  stores,  restaurants,  service  stations,  and 

19  similar  types  of  activities. 

20  A  light  industrial  land  use,  shown  in  gray,  is 

21  located  along  the  inactive  runway  on  the  east  side  of  the  base. 

22  This  land  use  could  include  light  manufacturing,  warehousing, 

23  laboratories,  and  similar  types  of  facilities. 

24  The  public/open  space  land  use,  shown  in  green  -- 

25  shown  in  green  crosshatching,  includes  most  of  the  base's 
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listing  athletic  facilities,  such  as  the  golf  course  and  ball 
elds,  as  well  as  some  buffer  areas  between  housing  and  other 


3  [types  of  land  uses. 


5  property  as  well  as  primary  additional  streets  that  may  be 

6  needed  are  depicted  in  heavy  arrows  and  dashed  lines  on  each  of 

7  the  drawings  that  you  will  see. 

8  Scenario  B  is  shown  on  this  slide.  Its 

9  differences  from  Scenario  A  include  expansions  in  acreage  for 

10  light  industrial  and  open  space  and  reductions  in  the  acreage 

11  for  research  and  development  park,  mixed  use,  traditional 

12  neighborhood  development,  multifamily  residential,  and  retail 


14  Scenario  C  is  shown  on  this  slide.  Its 

15  differences  from  Scenario  A  include  expansions  in  acreage  for 

16  light  industrial,  mixed  use,  open  space,  and  multifamily 

17  residential,  along  with  reductions  in  the  acreage  for  research 

18  and  development  park,  traditional  neighborhood  development  and 


19  retail  commercial.  Scenario  C  als< 


dudes  demolition  of  the 


20  current  military  family  housing  on  the  north  side  of  the  base 

21  and  construction  of  the  new  housing  on  the  south  side  of  the 


23  That  completes  a  brief  overview  of  the  Land  Use 

24  Scenarios  currently  under  consideration.  Substantially  more 

25  detail  regarding  these  scenarios  and  the  assumptions  associated 
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1  with  them  is  available  in  the  draft  EIS. 

2  That  completee  the  summary  of  Chapter  2, 

3  Description  of  Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action. 

4  Chapter  3  is  the  Affected  Environmental  section 

5  in  the  EIS.  It  provides  a  description  of  the  existing 

6  conditions  in  the  project  area  prior  to  implementing  any  of  the 

7  alternatives  and  serves  as  a  baseline  for  assessing 

8  environmental  impacts. 

9  Chapter  4  of  the  EIS,  Environmental  Consequences, 

10  describes  the  potential  environmental  impacts  that  may  occur  as 

11  a  result  of  implementing  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 

12  The  effects  of  each  alternative  are  compared  to  the  projected 

13  baseline  conditions  over  the  next  20  years  as  defined  for  the 

14  No-Action  Alternative.  Chapter  4  also  includes  suggested 

15  mitigations  where  potential  impacts  have  been  identified. 

16  The  resources  analyzed  in  Chapter  3  and  4  are 

17  grouped  into  three  broad  categories.  The  first  group,  local 

18  community,  includes  population  and  employment,  land  use, 

19  transportation,  and  utilities.  Changes  in  these  factors  may 

20  influence  environmental  resources. 

21  The  hazardous  materials  section  addresses 

22  hazardous  materials  management,  including  storage  tanks, 

23  pesticide  usage,  radioactive  materials  and  waste  and  ordnance. 

24  The  solid  and  hazardous  waste  management  section  addresses 

25  management  of  the  solid  and  hazardous  waste,  including  the 


1  Installation  Restoration  Program, 


•  IRP,  activities,  asbestos 


2  abatement  and  management,  medical/biohazardous  waste,  and 

3  lead-base  paint.  Use  and  management  of  these  materials  may  also 

4  cause  effects  to  the  natural  environment. 

5  The  natural  environment  section  includes  those 

6  resources  traditionally  considered  as  part  of  environmental 

7  studies.  These  are  soils  and  geology,  water  resources,  air 

8  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources. 

9  In  addition,  an  environmental  justice  analysis 

10  was  conducted  to  examine  potential  disproportionately  high 

11  adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and  minority  populations. 

12  The  remainder  of  this  presentation  will  consist 

13  of  the  summary  of  the  draft  EIS  analysis  results  for  each  of 

14  these  resources. 

15  Employment  income  and  population  increases  are 

16  possible  with  implementation  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project. 

17  Project-related  growth  would,  however,  represent  only  a  small 

18  increase  over  the  estimated  growth  throughout  the  region. 

19  Potential  job  growth  depicted  in  the  land  use  scenarios  was 

20  based  solely  on  the  perceived  potential  for  job  creation  at  the 

21  site  based  on  available  space  and  is  not  based,  in  whole  or  in 

22  part,  on  marketing  or  other  studies. 

23  Actual  job  creation  will  be  dependent  on  a  number 

24  of  factors,  including  economic  conditions,  marketing  success, 

25  and  the  perceived  desirability  of  locating  a  Brooks  City  Base. 
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1  Depending  on  the  land  use  scenario  projections  used,  the 

2  implementation  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project  was  estimated  to 

3  result  in  up  to  27,000  additional  direct  and  indirect  jobs  in 

4  the  region  by  2020,  an  increase  of  up  to  2.49  percent  over  the 

5  projected  levels  of  employment  without  the  Brooks  City  Base 

6  Project.  This  level  of  employment  growth  could  result  in  a 

7  regional  population  increase  of  up  to  32,000  people  by  2020. 

8  This  represents  an  average  increase  in  the  region's  projected 


9  population  growth  of  up  t 


‘  and  a  half  percent  over  the 


10  projected  population  of  the  region  without  the  Brooks  City  Base 


1  Project,  up  to  seven  of  the  25  local  road  segments  analyzed 

2  would  be  degraded  to  LOS  D  or  lower  by  2020  because  of  projected 

3  increases  in  traffic. 

4  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  as  a  result  of 

5  regional  growth  not  associated  with  City  Base,  one  road  segment 

6  is  projected  to  be  operating  at  LOS  D  by  2020.  Mitigation 

7  measures,  such  as  modifications  to  local  road  networks  and 

8  programs  such  as  carpooling,  vanpooling,  and  utilization  of 

9  available  mass  transit,  flexible  work  --  and  flexible  work 

10  schedules,  could  be  implemented  to  reduce  the  level  of  impact 

11  and  bring  the  segments  with  unacceptable  LOS  up  to  an  acceptable 


12  The  land  uses  featured  in  the  EIS  are  con^atible 

13  with  surrounding  existing  and  future  planned  land  uses.  New 

14  development  would  maintain  the  architectural  theme  that 

15  currently  exists  on  the  base.  Appropriate  design  and 

16  landscaping  are  excepted  to  maintain  the  existing  medium-quality 

17  viewsheds  that  are  present.  Because  the  land  use  associated 

18  with  Brooks  City  Base  Project  would  be  compatible  with 

19  surrounding  land  uses  and  community  land  use  plans,  and  visual 

20  sensitivity  would  be  retained,  no  significant  impacts  are 


22  Transportation.  The  performance  of  a  roadway 

23  segment  is  generally  expressed  in  terms  of  level  of  service,  oi 

24  LOS.  LOS  D,  E  and  F  are  considered  poor  to  completely  jammed 

25  road  situations.  With  implementation  of  the  Brooks  City  Base 


13  Projected  utility  demauids  in  2020  would  be 

14  greater  than  baseline  demands  for  all  utilities.  This  Increase 

15  is  primarily  associated  with  projected  regional  growth.  By 

16  2020,  project-related  utility  use  would  represent  somewhat  less 


17  than  2  percent  of  consumpti< 


;ithin  the  region  of  impact  - 


18  region  of  influence,  rather.  Utility  systems  in  the  region 

19  would  continue  to  operate  within  capacity,  however.  Increases 

20  in  potable  water  usage  resulting  from  development  and  increased 

21  population  on  Brooks,  would  be  off-set  in  part  by  connection  to 

22  a  recycled  water  distribution  system  currently  being  constructed 

23  by  the  San  Antonio  Water  System- 

24  Types  of  hazardous  materials  used  in  the  future 

25  would  be  similar  to  those  used  under  baseline  conditions; 
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1  however,  the  quantity  of  hazardous  materials  utilized  could 

2  increase  with  implementation  of  the  City  Base  Project  due  to  new 

3  developments.  Hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks, 

4  pesticide  usage,  radioactive  materials  management  and  ordnance 

5  would  be  --  are  expected  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with 

6  applicable  regulations  and  laws  by  the  property  recipient  and/or 
1  user.  Because  management  of  hazardous  materials  is  expected  to 

8  occur  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  no  impacts  are 

9  anticipated  under  implementation  of  the  City  Base  Project. 

10  The  increase  in  solid  waste  generation  would  be  a 

11  small  percentage  of  the  projected  total  generation  in  the  region 

12  and  would  be  well  within  the  region’s  landfill  capacity.  No 

13  significant  impacts  are  expected. 

14  Types  of  hazardous  waste  produced  on  the  base 

15  would  be  similar  to  those  produced  under  baseline  conditions; 

16  however,  once  again,  the  quantity  of  hazardous  waste  could 

17  increase  due  to  new  development.  Hazardous  waste  is  expected  to 

18  be  managed  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  by  the 

19  property  recipients. 

20  Hazardous  waste  management,  asbestos  management, 

21  medical  and  biohazardous  waste  management  or  disposal  and 

22  lead-based  paint  are  expected  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with 

23  applicable  regulations  and  laws  by  the  property  and  recipient 

24  and/or  user.  Therefore,  management  of  hazardous  waste  is  not 

25  expected  to  generate  impacts. 


1  The  Air  Force  is  responsible  for  remediation  of 

2  all  active  IRP  or  cleanup  sites  on  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  and  is 

3  committed  to  continue  IRP  activities  to  completion.  The  type  o: 

4  development  that  is  appropriate  for  property  adjacent  to  or  ovei 

5  an  IRP  site,  such  as  a  closed  landfill,  may  be  limited  by  the 

6  risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment  posed  by  contaminants 

7  at  the  site.  All  development  associated  with  the  Brooks  City 

8  Base  Project  is  expected  to  coirply  with  these  identified 


10  Effects  on  regional  soils  would  be  minimal  with 

11  in5>lementation  of  the  City  Base  Project  and  would  result 

12  primarily  from  ground  disturbance  associated  with  facility 

13  construction,  renovation,  demolition,  and  infrastructure 

14  irr^irovements .  Short-term  impacts  could  occur  during  ground 

15  disturbing  activities.  A  Texas  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 

16  System  permit  and  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  would  be 

17  prepared  prior  to  any  large-scale  construction  in  accordance 

18  with  current  state  and  federal  regulations.  The  Texas  Pollutant 

19  Discharge  Elimination  System  permit  and  Storm  Water  Prevention 

20  Plan  would  outline  strict  limitations  designed  to  prevent  soil 

21  erosion  and  would  minimize  impacts  to  soils  and  geology.  Use  of 

22  best  management  practices  and  controls  would  further  reduce  the 

23  potential  for  erosion  of  disturbed  soils. 

24  Development  associated  with  the  Brooks  City  Base 

25  would  cause  an  increase  in  impervious  surfaces  and  storm  water 
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1  runoff.  However,  because  much  of  the  base  is  already  moderately 

2  developed,  the  additional  construction  is  not  expected  to 

3  substantially  alter  surface  runoff.  Proposed  activities,  once 

4  again,  would  most  likely  be  s\ibject  to  the. Texas  Pollutant 

5  Discharge  Elimination  System  permit  requirements  for  storm  water 

6  discharged  during  construction  periods. 

7  Water  demand  is  expected  to  increase  with  City 

8  Base;  however,  this  demand  is  being  considered  in  regional 

9  growth  planning.  Once  again,  a  portion  of  the  increased  water 

10  demand  on  Brooks  would  be  off-set  by  connection  to  the  SAWS 

11  recycled  water  system  for  irrigation  here  on  the  base.  No  new 

12  development  would  occur  within  delineated  floodplains  on  Brooks 

13  Air  Force  Base.  No  impacts  to  groundwater  recharge,  flow 

14  patterns,  water  supply,  or  floodplains  are  anticipated,  and 

15  water  quality  is  not  expected  to  be  degraded. 

16  Air  emissions  from  construction  activities  would 

17  create  elevated  short-term  concentrations  at  receptors  close  to 

18  construction  sites.  Emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  however 

19  would  be  less  than  the  250-ton  per  year  U.S.  Environmental 

20  Protection  Agency  significant  threshold.  Due  to  the  current 

21  attainment  status  of  the  San  Antonio  area,  this  project  is  not 

22  currently  subject  to  general  conformity  and  is  not  expected  to 

23  affect  the  attainment  status  of  the  region. 

24  Surface  traffic  noise  levels  would  increase  by 

25  2020  due  to  projected  increases  in  regional  traffic.  Four  areas 


1  have  been  identified  --  Pour  areas  near  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 

2  rather,  have  been  identified  as  sensitive  receptors:  The  single 

3  family  housing  along  Goliad  Road,  Che  residential  areas  on 

4  Southeast  Military  Drive,  the  single  family  housing  on 

5  South  Presa  Street,  and  the  Texas  Center  for  Infectious  Disease 

6  on  Southeast  Military. 

7  The  estimated  noise  levels  of  sensitive  receptors 

8  would  be  between  63  and  67  decibels,  an  increase  of  up  to  three 

9  decibels  over  the  No-Action  Alternative  at  certain  locations. 

10  However,  these  noise  levels  are  within  two  decibels  of  the  U.S. 

11  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  guideline  of  65, 

12  which  is  considered  acceptable  for  residential  areas. 

13  Therefore,  no  significant  noise  impacts  are  expected. 

14  No  federally  or  state-listed  rare,  threated,  or 

15  endangered  plant  or  wildlife  species  are  known  to  occur  on 

16  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  Construction  activities  would  create 

17  ground  disturbance  and  short-term  impacts  to  vegetation  and 

18  wildlife.  Wetlands  are  present  within  Brooks;  however,  these 

19  areas  would  not  be  developed  to  disturbed  under  the  Brooks  City 

20  Base  Project.  No  significant  impacts  therefore  have  been 

21  identified  for  biological  resources. 

22  No  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 

23  resources  have  been  identified  within  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  and 


24  no  further  archaeological  studit 


;  required  for  the  bas« 


25  Therefore,  there  are  likely  to  be  no  prehistoric  or  historic 
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1  archaeological  properties  that  could  be  affected  by 

2  implementation  of  the  City  Base  Project. 

3  However,  with  implementation  of  City  Base,  the 

4  Air  Force  could  transfer  property  that  encompasses  currently 

5  identified  historic  properties  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

6  National  Register  of  Historic  Places-  Potential  adverse  effects 

7  on  historic  properties  have  been  considered  during  the 

8  preparation  of  the  EIS.  Potential  adverse  effects  on  any 

9  historic  buildings  and  structures,  either  currently  identified 

10  or  identified  in  the  future,  would  be  reduced  to  nonadverse 

11  levels  through  measures  agreed  upon  by  the  Air  Force,  the  Texas 

12  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  as  appropriate,  the 

13  City  of  San  Antonio  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  the 

14  San  Antonio  Conservation  Society,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 

15  Historic  Preservation. 

16  Based  on  the  analysis  presented  in  this  EIS,  no 

17  significant  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  from  implementation 

18  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project-  Because  no  significant  adverse 

19  impacts  were  identified,  no  disproportionately  high  or  adverse 

20  impacts  to  low  income  or  minority  populations  would  be  expected 

21  and  no  environmental  justice  impacts  are  anticipated. 

22  That  concludes  the  presentation  of  the  draft  EIS 

23  results.  In  closing,  I'd  like  to  remind  you  that  we  are  here 

24  this  evening  to  request  your  input  to  the  environmental  process 

25  and  specifically  to  hear  your  comments  on  the  draft  EIS.  We 


1  will  be  accepting  written  comments  on  the  document  through 

2  November  20th  at  the  address  shown  on  the  slide.  Thank  you  for 

3  your  attention. 

4  COLONEL  MICHAEL;  Thank  you,  Mr.  Clark.  We  will 

5  now  move  into  the  public  comment  portion  of  this  evening's 

6  session  with  a  few  reminders-  As  you  can  see  and  I  mentioned 

7  earlier,  everything  here  is  being  documented  and  recorded  by  a 

3  court  reporter  and  will  become  an  official  part  of  the  record  of 
9  this  meeting. 

10  This  record  will  ensure  that  the  preparers  will 

11  be  able  to  identify  significant  issues  from  your  oral 

12  presentations  so  that  they  may  be  addressed  in  the  environmental 

13  impact  statement.  Written  comments  will  also  become  part  of  the 

14  record  and  will  receive  equal  consideration.  Written  comment 

15  sheets  are  available  at  the  registration  table,  as  I  mentioned 
IS  earlier.  If  you  decide  to  make  written  comments  or  add  an 

17  additional  comment  after  this  hearing,  you  may  send  them  to  the 

18  address  shown  on  this  slide  by  November  20th,  2000. 

19  Again,  this  is  your  opportunity  to  provide  your 

20  comments.  There's  still  time,  if  you  wish,  to  fill  out  a  card 

21  and  give  it  to  one  of  our  representatives.  Please  remember  to 

22  use  the  microphone.  We  will  set  that  up  shortly  so  that  you  may 

23  be  able  to  use  it.  State  your  name  for  the  record  and  your 

24  address  before  you  begin  speaking.  In  addition,  if  you  are 

25  representing  a  specific  group,  please  identify  that  group  by 
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JO 

name.  And,  again,  I  would  ask  that  you  limit  your  comments  to 

1-1 

cont'd 

1 

And  my  dad  had  dug  all  the  topsoil  and  sold  it  off  and  it  was 

five  minutes,  ae  I  mentioned  earlier. 

2 

about  30  feet  deep  there  and  I  had  it  all  filled  in  except  this 

I  have  a  card  from  --  if  I  mispronounce  this  name 

3 

one  outfit  and  liked  to  fill  it  and  level  the  land  up  because 

I  apologize.  I  believe  it's  Orville  Keilman.  And,  again,  if  I 

4 

it  --  We  own  --  My  grandparents  owned  Brooks  Field  at  one  time, 

mispronounced  that,  I  apologize,  sir,  and  if  you  would  like  to 

5 

and  he  cwned  the  place  where  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine  is. 

make  a  statement,  feel  free  to  step  up  to  the  microphone  and  do 

6 

Well,  they  owned  that  too  there  and  sold  it  during  the  War  there 

so. 

7 

and  finally  they  got  paid  after  the  War,  but  you  couldn't  --  it 

MR.  KEILMAN:  Well,  my  name  is  Orville  Keilman. 

8 

wouldn't  pay  nothing,  you  know,  during  the  War. 

I  live  on  -- 

9 

So,  anyway,  I’ve  got  this  water  problem  there  and 

COLONEL  MICHAEL:  Step  up  to  the  microphone  a 

10 

I  am  scared  somebody  is  going  to  get  in  trouble  there  and  then 

little  bit,  sir,  so  we  can  hear  you. 

11 

they  would  sue  me  there,  and  the  City  has  got  water  too  there  on 

MR.  KEILMAN:  Yes,  sir. 

12 

the  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road.  But  there's  a  big  pipe  that  comes 

COLONEL  MICHAEL:  Thank  you. 

13 

from  the  --  this  School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  about  30  inches 

MR.  KEILMAN:  My  name  is  Orville  Keilman  -- 

14 

deep,  that  comes  down  through  there,  and  some  of  the  fellas  over 

COLONEL  MICHAEL:  That's  better. 

15 

there  at  Brooks  Field  there  tell  me  that  it  is  a  spring  up 

MR.  KEILMAN:  --  and  I  live  on  Nancy  Carole  -- 

16 

underneath  that  building. 

3123  Nancy  Carole  Way  here  in  San  Antonio.  My  comment  is  that  I 

n 

Well,  there's  seven  springs  around  in  this  area 

own  some  property  right  off  of  South  Presa  there,  and  there's 

18 

and  they  all  salt  water  --  sulphur  water  and  this  here  water  is 

water  that  comes  from  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine  down  to 

19 

pure  --  perfect,  they  say.  I  was  wondering  why  they  couldn't 

the  Old  Corpus  Christ!  Road  and  goes  across  Old  Corpus  Christ! 

20 

use  it  on  their  golf  course  or  something  or  other,  but  they  got 

Road  into  my  property,  and  the  water  is  running  through  there 

21 

some  kind  of  agreement  with  the  Aggie  Refinery  across  Presa 

all  the  time  and  stagnant.  And  what  happen  is  the  City  of 

22 

Street,  so  I  don't  know  nothing  about  what  kind  of  agreement 

San  Antonio  put  two  big  sewer  lines  through  there  on  the  Old 

23 

they  got  with  the  City,  but  that's  what  the  fellas  over  at 

Corpus  Christ!  Road  about  30  inches  there;  and,  at  that  time. 

24 

Brooks  Field  told  me  there.  And  I  told  them,  I  said,  "Well,  we 

the  water  instead  of  going  on  top  of  them,  it  went  underneath- 

25 

could  sell  that  thing.  If  you  wanted  to,  I  could  sell  that  out 
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1  to  you."  They  said,  "No.  We  don't  have  no  money." 

2  So  I  --  So  I  don't  know  what  we  are  going  to  do, 

3  but  the  City  is  involved  too,  I  imagine.  They  haven't  said  too 

4  much  to  me  about  it,  but  just  contacted  Brooks  Field  there,  and 

5  y'all  got  the  letter  there  that  I  wrote,  so  --  I  don't  know  --  I 

6  don't  know  if  that  water  is  --  if  it  is  suitable  there  or  not, 

7  but  I  --  it  is  a  terrible  looking  mess  down  there  on  the  Old 

8  Corpus  Christ!  Highway  there  and  the  City  should  take,  you  know. 


10  I  know  you  used  come  down  there  and  spray  that 

11  every  once  in  a  while  there  to  keep  the  mosquitos  down,  but  I 

12  don't  think  they  do  anything  anymore.  They  just  let  it  grow  up. 

13  That's  about  all  I've  got  to  say. 

14  COLONEL  MICHAEL:  Thank  you  very  much, 

15  Mr.  Keilman.  There  are  representatives  from  the  City  here  and 

16  I'm  sure  they're  listening  to  your  comments. 

17  Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  present 

18  verbal  testimony  here  this  evening?  (No  response)  Apparently 

19  not.  This  will  conclude  the  public  hearing.  Again,  if  you 

20  should  later  decide  to  make  additional  comments  or  you  would 

21  like  to  receive  copies  of  the  environmental  impact  statement, 

22  you  may  do  so  through  the  address  shown  on  the  slide.  Again,  we 

23  appreciate  your  participation  in  this  public  hearing,  and  I'd 


9  I,  DARLENE  ZUEHL,  a  Certified  Shorthand  Reporter  in 

10  and  for  the  State  of  Texas,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing 

11  Public  Meeting  was  taken  by  me  in  stenograph  and  later 

12  transcribed  from  stenograph  into  typewriting  to  the  best  of  my 

13  ability  and  under  my  direction,  and  that  the  charge  for  the 

14  conpleted  transcript  is  _  due  from  Jennifer  Harriger, 


WITNESS  MY  HAND,  this  the 
A.D.  2000. 


DARLENE  ZUEHL  O' 

(210)  227-1525 

Certified  Shorthand  Reporter  and 
Registered  Professional  Reporter 
in  and  for  the  State  of  Texas 


24  like  to  thank  you-all  for  coming  < 


Have  a  good  evening. 


(Public  hearing  concluded  at  7:54  p.m.) 
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AACOG 

Alamo  Area  Council 
Of  Governments 


MEMORANDUM 


Texas  Review  and  Comment  System 

Review  NotiiicatioD 


ApplieanVOrifiiiatioa  Agency 
CoBtactNamc 
CantaclPkone 
Em  all 

ProiactName;  aSiBraokiC.tjBtieP.sj 
Funding  Agency:  USAF 
DUelUecived:  9/39/2000 


Dcpartmaotof  the  Air  Force 
Mr.  Jonathan  D.  Parthiiig 
3IO'536-3«Sg 


SUBJECT:  Project  Review  Meeting 


I.  The  AACOC  Economic  DevelopnKnt  and  Enviranmenul  Review  Committee  (EDERC)  will  review 
ymr  applie^n  durmg  iu  meeting  on  November  21"  -  2eM  at  9:20  a.in.  to  AACOC’i  coafarenee 
Suite  lot  loeatcij  on  the  grouDd  floor  ot  8626  Tonoro. 


Special  Notes/Coameau: 

Summaiy  of  draft  ElSie provided  by  SPOC.  REVIEWERS  SHOULD  CONTACT 
APPLICANT  DIRECTLY  FOR  COMPLETE  COPY  OF  APPLICATION  for  review. 


YOU  OR  YOUR  REPRESENTATIVE  CAN  BE  PRESENT  AT  THIS  MEETING  AS  WELL,  TO 
ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS. 

2.  Ifyouhaveany  questions  about  this  manet,  please  cali  Shelley  Whitworth's  oETice  at  (210)  362-S22S. 


’  DmIk  ^ficcii,  Suit  Sinak  Peiniof  Cmiael 
Oovemorb  Office  of  Bcdacl  e  Ptannns 
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Robert  J.  Huslan,  CKsnmsn 
R.  B.  "Ralph"  Marques,  Canmtssiomr 
John  M.  Baker,  Commissioner 
(etfreyA.  saiia^  EiecunatDaiectar 


Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

^atecling  Tuos  bjf  Mucirtg  and  Preutnlias  Mlathn 


Mr.  Joaeitua  D.  Fartking 
Depanmeol  of  the  Air  Farce 
HQ  AFCEB/ECA,  1307  Ncnh  Road 
Brooks  Air  Force  Bue.TIC  78235-3363 


S:  Brocks  Qty  Base  Project  -  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  T«xi 


}»{$.  Denises.  FrancLs 
Governor's  Ofilce  of  Budget  &  Pianning 
P.O.  Box  12428 
Austin,  Texas  78711 

Re:  TX-R-20001004-0003-50 


Your  appiicalion  for  astlsl  sice  referenced  above  has  been  rcdewEiL  Thecomineiiis  received  are  aummatlzed 
below  and  we  ettaebed 

THRCCaaed  el  though  any  demolitioo,  eotattuctioo,  i**ililatioiioriepair  project  will  Fraduce  dun  and 
partieulwe  eniissioD,  ihese  acdons  pose  no  significaai  impact  upon  an  quelity  standards,  Die  mmimai  dual  and 
partkulale  emssioni  can  easily  be  controlled  with  standard  dust  mitigation  techniqies  by  the  constiuction 
eontraeten.  No  other  subsiantiva  comments  were  received. 

We  appreciate  the  oppoitonjty  to  review  your  propoail  Hease  let  me  know  if  we  can  be  of  further  aasisancc 


‘l^ncoJ-S 


The  following  staff  of  the  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  CommissioD  (TNRCC)  have 
reviewed  the  above-referenced  project  and  offer  the  foUomng  commeiits: 

Staff  recommends  the  environmental  aasessmem  address  action  that  will  be  taken  to  prevent 
surface  and  groundwater  contamination  during  and  after  constnjction. 

If  you  have  questions  regarding  water  quality  comments,  please  feel  ffee  to  contact  Mr.  Qydc 
Bohmfalk,  Policy  and  Regulations  Division,  at  (S12)  239-13  IS. 

The  Strategic  Assessment  Division  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  pmject  for  General 
Confbrmi^  impacts  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  Part  93  and  Chapter  101.30  of  (be  TNRCC 
General  Rules.  The  proposed  action  is  located  in  Bexar  County,  which  is  unclassified  ot  in 
attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  all  six  criteria  air  polLutanls. 
Therefore,  genera]  ccuiformity  does  not  apply. 

Although  any  demolition,  construction,  rehabilitation  or  repair  project  will  produce  dust  and 
parcicuiate  euussioos,  these  actions  pose  no  significant  impact  upon  air  qualiQ'  standards.  The 
mirumal  dust  and  particulate  emissions  can  easily  be  controlled  with  standard  dust  mitigation 
techniques  by  the  construction  contractors. 
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Ms.  Denises.  Francis 
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OcKiber  23. 2000 


RciiertJ.  Hiuton.  CftanTRon 
R.  B.  “Ralph'  Marqixz.  Commissiorur 
John  M.  Baker.  Cemmaskmer 
Jeffrey  A.  Saitas,  Eiealive  Oirector 


Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

praucting  Texas  bg  Reducing  and  Pmenling  PolhiUon 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  air  quaii^,  please  feel  free  lo  contact  Mr.  Ken  Oathright.  SIP 
Development  Team,  at  (512)  239-0599. 

Thank  you  for  the  opponunity  to  leviev?  this  project.  If  1  may  6e  of  further  service,  please  call 
me  at  (512)  239-1454, 


Mary  Livuly 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy,  Analysis.  &  Assessment 
Texas  Natural  EUsource  Conservation  Commission 


Mr.  Jonathan  D.  Farthing 
HQ  AFCEE'ECA 
1307  North  Road 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  TX  78235-5363 
Re;  DEIS  -  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


The  following  staff  of  the  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission  (TNRCC)  have 
reviewed  the  above-referenced  project  and  offer  the  following  comments; 

The  staff  does  not  anticipate  significaiu  long-tenn  environmental  inpacts  from  this  project  as  long 
as  construction  and  waste  disposal  activities  associated  whh  it  ^  con^leted  in  accordance  with 
^plicable  local,  state  and  federal  environmental  permits  and  regulations.  However,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  applicant  take  necessary  steps  to  insure  that  best  management  practices  are 
utilized  to  control  nmoff  from  construction  sites  be  utilized  to  prevent  detrimental  in^aa  to 
surface  and  groundwater. 

If  you  have  questions  regarding  water  quality  commems.  please  feel  free  to  contact  Mr.  Clyde 
Bohmfelk,  Policy  and  Regulations  Division,  at  (512)  239-1315. 

It  has  been  determined  from  a  review  of  the  information  provided  that  an  Application  for  TNRCC 
Approval  of  Floodplain  Development  Project  need  not  be  filed  with  TNRCC .  Our  records  show 
that  the  community  is  a  participant  in  the  Natioiial  Flood  Insurance  Program  and  as  such  has  a 
Flood  Hazard  Prevention  Ordinance/Court  Order.  Accordingly,  care  should  be  taken  to  ensure 
thu  the  proposed  construction  takes  into  account  the  possible  Flood  Hazard  Areas  within  the 
comnaini^'s  floodplains.  Please  notify  the  communiiy  floodplain  administrator  to  ensure  that  all 
construction  is  in  compliance  with  the  community's  Flood  Hazard  Preventioii  Ordinance/Court 
Order. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  comment,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Mr.  Mike  Howard, 
Floodplain  Management  Section,  at  (512)  239-6155. 
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Mr.  Jonadian  D.  Farthing 
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November  16,  2000 


The  Strat^ic  Assessment  Division  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  project  for  General 
Confonnity  impacts  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  Part  93  and  Giapttr  101.30  of  the  TNRCC 
General  Rules.  The  proposed  aaion  is  located  m  Bexar  County,  which  is  unclassified  or  in 
attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  all  six  criteria  air  pollutants. 
Therefore,  general  confonnity  does  not  apply. 

Although  any  demolition,  construction.  lehabilitation  or  repair  project  will  produce  dust  and 
particulate  emissiotis.  these  actions  pose  no  significant  impact  upon  air  quality  standards.  The 
minimal  dusi  and  {»iiiculate  emissions  can  easily  be  conOPliMl  with  standard  dust  mitigarion 
techniques  by  the  construction  contractors. 

If  you  have  ai^  questions  regarding  air  quality,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Mr.  Ken  Gathright.  SIP 
Development  Team,  at  (512)  239-0599. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  project.  If  I  may  be  of  flintier  service,  please  call 
me  at  (512)  239-1454. 


Marvr.ivyv 


Mary  Lively 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy,  Analysis.  &  Assessment 
Texas  Katurai  Resource  Conservation  Commission 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OmCE  OP  THE  SECRETARY 

OSce  arEntconaMntalPaScy  acd  Caapbanee 
POH  Office  Bn 

AlbiUttcc^ua,  New  Meuce  87ies 


Mr.  Jonathan  0.  Farthing 
HQ  AFCEE^CA 
1307  North  Road 

Brooks  Air  Perce  Base,  TX  78235-5367 


TheU.S,  D^arunent  of  the  Interior  (DOI)has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environr.ental  Impact 
Statemeiu  (DEIS)  for  the  Brooks  Oty  Base  Project,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  San  Aitionio, 
Texas,  dated  September  2000.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  proposes  to  convey  rea  oroperty  located  at 
Brooks  AFB,  TX  to  Che  city  of  San  Antonio  or  other  public/privale  entities  for  land-use 
development  compatible  with  the  Air  Force  mission.  The  following  commciits  are  provided  for 
your  consideration. 

0_'l  The  analysis  of  cultural  properties  focused  on  those  areas  within  thebound.iries  of  the  base  but 
excluded  adjacent  Mstoric  properties.  The  project' s“afrec:ed  area"  encom:ass  the  four  missions 
within  the  National  Register  Historic  District  and  associated  sites.  This  Dii.t  rict  contains  two 
National  Historic  Landmarks  as  w^—the  'South  Central  San  Antcrao  Conununity  Plan*  and  the 
"Avenidas  del  Rio  Business  Corridor," 

Although  the  bulk  oftheprpposeddevelopment  falls  within  the  base  proper,  we  are  concerned 
that  the  National  Register  Historic  District  was  not  mentioned.  It  is  imponimt  that  development 
g_2  planned  near  any  mission  sites  or  their  relaKd  areas  take  into  coiisderation  ;he  following: 

1)  Proximity  of  commercial  or  retidential  development  which  coulc  liave  a  direct  or 
indirea  impact  on  the  qualities  for  wluch  the  historic  properties  wen:  added  to  the 
National  Register, 

0-3  I  2)  Traffic  patterns,  if  the  existing  ones  are  to  be  modified,  causing  nn  impact  to  the  historic 
I  resources  making  up  San  Antonio  MiesionsNational  Historical  Pail:  (Park), 
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3)  Proximity  ofdevelopoienthasihepoteotial  to  alter  water  pattens  and  any  new 
developmem  might  increase  the  potential  for  contamination  of  waterways.  Both  these 
fectors  could  have  a  drastic  efie«  on  the  historic  acequia  systems  {inrigation  dhehes) 
related  to  Missions  San  Juan  and  Espada.  These  acequia  systems  date  to  the  1700s.  One 
(the  Bspada  acequia)  has  been  in  coiuiiHial  use  since  the  1700s.  Local  fanners  and 
residents  rely  on  the  system  for  irrigation  water.  The  park  also  hat:  water  rights  for  these 
systems;  and, 

4)  Proximity  of  new  development  has  the  potential  to  change  the  ciu'efiilly  guarded  view- 
sheds  which  exist  with  all  the  nussion  sites.  Noise  and  air  pollution  would  cause  similar 
concerns.  The  National  Histoncal  Park  reUes  on  its  visitors.  Any  [rroposed  development 
in  the  proximity  of  the  historic  sites  must  take  this  into  oonsiderati>:n. 

Lands  associated  with  the  San  Juan  acequia  system  are  repeatedly  referred  to  as  "vacant  lands," 
instead  of  properties  that  contain  a  culturally  sensitive  snd  historically  sigr.'Qcani  resource. 

Further  environmenta!  documentation  should  acknowledge  that  Brooks  AIB  has  a  National  Park 
as  a  nd^bor  snd  make  reference  to  visitaUon,  economic  benefits  of  Che  Pirk.  National 
sigrahcance,  etc. 

In  addition,  the  potential  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  City  Base  prc'  ect  were  not  outlined 
in  the  DEIS  This  includes  theexpanrion  of  Stinson  Airport  nearNCssion  San  Juan  to 
accommodate  corporate  jets  and  increased  rirtrafRcto  that  facility,  as  well  as  the  potential  for 
Increased  traffic  on  Presd  Street  and  the  possibility  that  the  road  could  be  tvidened  to  four  lanes 
(the  park  has  lands  on  both  rides  of  the  road).  Park  lands  are  only  separaij;d  from  Stinson  Airport 
by  approximately  1  SCO  feet,  including  the  road.  Encroachment  on  Park  lends  is  of  particular 
concern  as  it  has  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  historic  resources  through  increased  pollution, 
noise  levels,  and  vibruion.  If  new  parking  lots  were  consiruaed  on  base,  :he  potential  increase  of 
surfkce  water  runoff  could  severely  overburden  the  historic  acequia  systeiii.  which  is  still  actively 
used.  The  Park  is  in  the  processed  buying  houses  and  commercial  properties  in  the  area  to 
evemually  open  the  view-shed  ftom  Presa  Street  lo  parklands.  including  h^'isrion  San  Juan.  These 
purchases,  and  their  potential  to  change  local  land  use  and  the  sisual  sensitivity,  should  also  be 
incorporated  into  deiermioarion  of  cumulative  impacts. 

San  Antonio  Missions  National  Historical  Park  could  be  an  asset  for  drauing  businesses. 
Businesses  could  promote  the  fact  that  the  Park  provides  green  space  and  hiking  and  biking 
opportunities,  as  well  as  the  social,  euhural,  and  historical  aspects  of  a  Nt.i  ional  Park  unit. 
However,  Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment,  neglects  the  potential  for  imsiiei  ofand  to  the 
historic  resources  associated  with  the  Park.  More  empharis  is  needed  in  acknowledging  the 
Park’s  importance  to  the  community  and  the  Nation. 


UNITED  STATES  ENWiaNteKTAL  mOTEcncM  AQENCV 
REQlCMa 

144eSOSS4V8Nue.  SUITE  12Se 
DALUS.Tk  7S202-2T33 

iJeoasber  4, 2000 


Mr.  Jouthan  D.  Farthtug 

HQAFCEE®CA 

]307NMibRo«f 

Btoc^  Air  Force Bue.  TXT823S-53«a 


Isaccortkecc  with  our  rcapoosbUitiea  undo' SecDOB  309  oftfae  Qeaa  ;WAet,  the 
Narional  Eovironmensal  P^iey  AafNE^A).  and  the  Council  on  Eavuonfflen'.-d  Quili^  (CEQ) 
Regulariou  for  Impletssnsg  NEPA.  the  Regioafi  Office  of  the  U.S.  EnviraimcBtal  Prateeboo 
Agency  CEPA)  has  completed  the  review  of  the  Dnff  Eariromneotai  Impia  SiiatiaBcat  (DEIS) 
prepared  by  the  Uaiud  States  AitfoKt  for  the  Bio^  Baac  Prq’eet,  Bronka  Air  Force 
Base,  Teas. 

EPAelusifiea  your  Draft £IS  tad  profMsed  anion  as  'LO-S,'  i.e.,  EPa  has  "Lack  of 
OhjeciiaQS  to  the  prefeoed  alteraafive.  BPAiequests  BddidoRsliefertnaiioaioisreagtbothe 
FEiS Oiu  Hasaificatiaa  will  he  published  ia  feePedwal  Register  accordinii  to  our 
reapoosibili^  under  Sectioa  309  of  the  Oeaa  Ait  Act,  to  iafoon  foe  public  ol  inir  views  on 
prupoaed  Federal  acdoas. 

Detailed  comaeataaa  the  Draft  E!S  hive  beeo  prepared  and  are  etci<uied  with  this  letter 
fivyoursocsidctitioaiiiprepinlioaeftheFiiulEIS.  ^yxn  should  have  aoj  queslioat,  ^ease 
canoet  me  at  (214)  d6$-74S  I . 

WeappTtciitetheoppcRuratytareviewibeDnfiElS.  Werequestdiiityaaseodaur 
ofSee  one  (I)  copy  of  the  Fi^  £IS  at  foe  same  tine  that  It  is  seat  (o  the  Off!  i:e  of  Federal 
Aedvidea(2ZSlA),  EPA,  llOOFamaylvaoiaAvesu;  N.W.,  W'asbingtoB.D.C.  20044. 


Mtdsaei  P.  Jansky,  p.£.^ 

Regiaoat  SIS  Coo^nator 
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oenir  under  foe  BruolciCi^  BasePian. 

Alternative  B,  Outgnuc  Alwoabve 

The  OutgraatAlnrestive  would  involve  otKgrasiingtheprepetQt  to  public  or  private  e&tifies 
waiistatwifo  foe  purpose  of  P.L.  106-79.  Forfoepnoposesof^KS,  out;^'utu  stayinchtde 
leases,  liiMues,  pernits,  oriigbu-of-entry.  Uoderi^altemativB.ihe  Air  Foitm  would  maiolain 
coB'isuiAgaiatmlandrespoiisibilttyfoiihepnperty  and  would  baveaeoatlaubg  responsibility  to 
csDduetNEPAaaalyaisasnecensary  aaiodivi^lllBaiea  mnogo&aied. 

The  Air  Force  would  cootisue  to  ha>«  respossibrlity  formnedistioa  of  active  JRP  siiea, 
mdodiag  eafaroement  of  iasritunonal  controls  foatffl^  exist  for  theaesitaa.  Ret^ipieaUandioruien 
of  property  where  cIoMdCCP  sites  arepresent  would  be  nspaBsibiefereafbrctiuBDt  of imtininoDai 
controls.  CoSA  or  other  public  or  private  entities  would  devdop  outgranted  ponions  of  the  base 
propetyinamamierihatisaociDconsistentwifocuiTentBrodaAFBopezaiiocs..  All  base  operating 
support  fimetisos  would  ioizlaU}'  rearain  croder  Air  Force  oiolrol.  Respcnsilnlrty  for  focility 
maintirnsnce,  roads  and  grounds  rsaintenacce,  police,  fire  psoteetiott,  and  uiility  inCrasiructmt 
support  could  be  transferred  to  CoSA  or  other  entities,  if  feasible.  For  aiulysi:i  purposes.  Air  Force 
organizations  are  expected  10  remain  within  foe  primary  fodlities  they  curmrdy  occt^y. 

AltenaiiveC  ffo-AcfiosAftemative 

Under  the No-ActioeAltcnailve,  foe  Srooki  City  Base Fiojea  would  aoibe  implemented. 
Tlesyeyancaor  outgraatof  basepropaty  would  not  occur,  ind  caireotopemioEa  on  Brooks  AFB 
would  coatinue.  The  Air  Force  would  coatinuetoiBcorbase<^ersfiDgsup;on  and  maimeDance 


The  foUawing  coteuneats  are  now  offoed  for  your  cansideration  in  f  3  e  developmoaof  foe 
Fine}  85; 

1.  Chapter  2  of  the  DEIS  discusses  foe  fact  foal  under  foe  variow  land  use  scenarios,  a 
certain  square  footage  of  ousting  faaliv  space  will  be  detnolished  within  1  specified  tim^ftune. 
Fca  each  Scenario,  please  provide  a  (oc^on  snd  desoiptiao  of  Che  facility  i  |:ace  which  is  pUiued 
fordetnolitionorineybedenolisbed.  Pleueaddrsi  inthcFEIS. 

2.  Section  2.4  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  foapotahle  water  coosump  tion  will  decrease  even 
though  the  population  is  expected  to  Increase.  Pleese  provide  an  nqslaoatic  il  wfthia  foe  text  of  foe 
FEIS. 

3. 1  ( would  be  hdpfiil  if  foe  various  land  use  categories  shown  in  Fi,pue  3.2.S  of  foe  DEIS 
could  be  defined.  Please  address  iafoeFElS. 


*  d  B*  C?  hH  Tki 
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APPENDIX  A  -  GLOSSARY  OF  TERMS  AND  ACRONYMS  AND 
ABBREVIATIONS 


Glossary  of  Terms 

Biophysical.  Pertaining  to  the  physicai  and  bioiogicai  environment,  inciuding  the  environmentai 
conditions  crafted  by  man. 

Convey.  Transfer  reai  estate  interest  through  fee  simpie  deed. 

Council  of  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ).  Estabiished  by  the  Nationai  Environmentai  Poiicy  Act 
(NEPA),  the  CEQ  consists  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  president.  CEQ  reguiations  (40  Code  of 
Federai  Reguiations  [CFR]  Parts  1500-1508,  as  of  Juiy  1 ,  1986)  describe  the  process  for  impiementing 
NEPA,  inciuding  preparation  of  environmentai  assessments  (EAs)  and  environmentai  impact  statements 
(EISs),  and  the  timing  and  extent  of  pubiic  participation. 

Cumulative  impact.  The  impact  on  the  environment  that  resuits  from  the  incrementai  impact  of  the 
action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonabiy  foreseeabie  future  actions  regardiess  of  what 
agency  (federai  or  nonfederai)  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumuiative  impacts  can  resuit 
from  individuaiiy  minor  but  coiiectiveiy  significant  actions  taking  piace  over  a  period  of  time. 

Employment.  The  count  of  the  number  of  jobs.  Persons  hoiding  more  than  one  job  are  counted  in  each 
job. 

Endogenous.  Produced  within  the  system. 

Entitle.  To  give  (a  person)  the  right  to  do  something;  quaiify;  to  give  to  or  prove  a  iegai  right  to  or  ciaim 
on  something. 

Environmental  assessment  (EA).  A  concise  pubiic  document  that  provides  sufficient  anaiysis  for 
determining  whether  to  prepare  an  EIS  or  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FQNSI).  This  document 
covers  aii  aspects  of  a  proposed  project  with  no  foreseen  environmentai  impacts.  If  an  EIS  is  necessary, 
the  EA  can  faciiitate  preparation  of  that  document. 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP).  The  process  of  conducting  environmentai  studies  as 
outiined  in  32  CFR  Part  989. 

Environmental  impact  statement  (EIS).  A  detaiied  pubiic  document  for  which  a  federai  agency  is 
responsibie  that  covers  (1)  the  environmentai  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action,  (2)  any  adverse 
environmentai  effects  that  cannot  be  avoided  shouid  the  proposai  be  impiemented,  (3)  aiternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action,  (4)  the  reiationship  between  the  iocai,  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  and  the 
maintenance  and  enhancement  of  iong-term  productivity,  and  (5)  any  irreversibie  and  irretrievabie 
commitments  of  resources  that  wouid  be  invoived  in  the  Proposed  Action  shouid  it  be  impiemented.  The 
document  provides  a  fuii  discussion  of  significant  environmentai  impacts  and  informs  decision  makers 
and  the  pubiic  of  the  reasonabie  aiternatives  that  wouid  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  or  enhance 
the  quaiity  of  the  human  environment. 

Exogenous.  Introduced  from  or  produced  outside  the  system. 
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Floodplain.  The  lowland  and  relatively  flat  areas  adjoining  Inland  and  coastal  waters  Including 
floodprone  areas  of  offshore  Islands;  Including,  at  a  minimum,  that  area  subject  to  a  1  percent  or  greater 
chance  of  flooding  In  any  given  year  (1 00-year  floodplain). 

Impacts  (effects).  An  assessment  of  the  meaning  of  changes  In  all  attributes  being  studied  for  a  given 
resource;  an  aggregation  of  all  the  adverse  effects,  usually  measured  using  a  qualitative  and  nominally 
subjective  technique.  In  this  EIS,  as  well  as  In  the  CEQ  regulations,  the  word  Impact  Is  used 
synonymously  with  the  word  effect. 

Indirect  effects.  All  of  the  economic  effects  not  Included  In  the  exogenous  (direct)  change  entered 
through  policy  variables  for  a  simulation. 

Induced  effects.  Economic  effects  resulting  from  the  re-spendIng  of  wages  (I.e.,  new  employees  have 
money  to  spend). 

Infrastructure.  The  basic  Installations  and  facilities  on  which  the  continuance  and  growth  of  a  local 
community  depend  (e.g.,  roads,  schools,  power  plants,  transportation,  communication  systems). 

Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP).  The  Air  Force  program  designed  to  Identify,  characterize,  and 
remediate  environmental  contamination  on  Air  Force  Installations.  Although  widely  accepted  at  the  time, 
procedures  followed  prior  to  the  mid-1970s  for  managing  and  disposing  of  many  wastes  often  resulted  In 
contamination  of  the  environment.  The  program  has  established  a  process  to  evaluate  past  disposal 
sites,  control  the  migration  of  contaminants,  and  control  potential  hazards  to  human  health  and  the 
environment.  Section  21 1  of  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorizatlon  Act  (SARA),  codified  as  the 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (DERP),  of  which  the  Air  Force  IRP  Is  a  subset,  ensures 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  has  the  authority  to  conduct  Its  own  environmental  restoration 
programs.  DOD  coordinates  IRP  activities  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and 
appropriate  state  agencies. 

Institutional  control.  Non-engIneerIng  methods  that  federal,  state,  and  local  governments  or  private 
parties  can  utilize  to  prevent  or  limit  access  to,  or  restrict  use  of,  property. 

Metropolitan  Statistical  Area.  A  core  area  containing  a  large  population  nucleus,  together  with  adjacent 
communities  having  a  high  degree  of  economic  and  social  Integration  with  that  core. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  Public  Law  (P.L.)  91-190,  passed  by  Congress  In  1969. 
NEPA  established  a  national  policy  designed  to  encourage  consideration  of  the  Influences  of  human 
activities  (e.g.,  population  growth,  hIgh-densIty  urbanization.  Industrial  development)  on  the  natural 
environment.  NEPA  also  established  the  CEQ.  NEPA  procedures  require  that  environmental  Information 
be  made  available  to  the  public  before  decisions  are  made.  Information  contained  In  NEPA  documents 
must  focus  on  the  relevant  Issues  In  order  to  facilitate  the  decislon-making  process. 

Outgrant.  For  the  purposes  of  this  document,  outgrants  of  property  may  Include  leases,  licenses, 
permits,  or  rights-of-entry. 

Personal  income.  The  sum  of  wage  and  salary  disbursements,  other  labor  Income,  proprietor’s  Income, 
rental  Income,  personal  dividend  Income,  personal  Interest  Income,  and  transfer  payments,  less  personal 
contributions  for  social  Insurance. 

Potable  water.  Water  suitable  for  drinking. 
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Scenario.  Within  this  EIS,  a  scenario  is  (1)  not  a  iand  use  pian,  and  (2)  oniy  identifies  a  number  of  iand 
uses  that  couid  occur  on  Brooks  AFB. 

Scoping.  A  process  initiated  eariy  during  preparation  of  an  EIS  to  identify  the  scope  of  issues  to  be 
addressed,  inciuding  the  significant  issues  reiated  to  the  Proposed  Action.  During  scoping,  input  is 
soiicited  from  affected  agencies  as  weii  as  the  interested  pubiic. 

Standard  industriai  Ciassification.  A  categorization  of  industries  according  to  the  1987  Standard 
Industriai  Ciassification  by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  Standard  Industriai  Ciassification 
Manuai,  1987  (Washington,  DC:  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1987). 

Transfer  payments.  Consist  of  retirement  and  disabiiity  insurance  benefit,  medicai,  income 
maintenance,  unempioyment  insurance,  and  veterans  benefit  payments,  and  payments  to  nonprofit 
institutions. 

Trip  generation.  A  determination  of  the  quantity  of  vehicie  trip  ends  associated  with  a  parcei  of  iand. 

Wetiands.  Areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  with  surface  or  groundwater  at  a  frequency  and 
duration  sufficient  to  support  a  prevaience  of  vegetation  typicaiiy  adapted  for  iife  in  saturated  soii.  This 
ciassification  inciudes  swamps,  marshes,  bogs,  and  simiiar  areas.  Jurisdictionai  wetiands  are  those 
wetiands  that  meet  the  hydrophytic  vegetation,  hydric  soiis,  and  wetiand  hydroiogy  criteria  under  normai 
circumstances  (or  meet  the  speciai  circumstances  as  described  in  the  1987  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  1987  wetiand  deiineation  manuai  where  one  or  more  of  these  criteria  may  be  absent  and  are  a 
subset  of  "Waters  of  the  United  States”). 

Zoning.  The  division  of  a  municipaiity  (or  county)  into  districts  for  the  purpose  of  reguiating  iand  use, 
types  of  buiiding,  required  yards,  necessary  off-street  parking,  and  other  prerequisites  to  deveiopment. 
Zoning  districts  are  generaiiy  shown  on  a  map  and  the  text  of  the  zoning  ordinance  specifies 
requirements  for  each  zoning  category. 
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Acronyms  and  Abbreviations 


AADT 

ACM 

A. D. 

ADT 

AFB 

AFCEE 

AFI 

AFIERA 

AFMC 

AFRMWO 

AFRL 

AH  ERA 

AOC 

APCD 

AQHAP 

AST 

B. C. 

BCBP 

bgs 

BOS 

CAA 

CAAA 

CAS 

CEO 

CEQA 

CERCLA 

CFR 

cfs 

CO 

CoSA 

CPS 

CPSC 

CRM 

CWA 

dB 

dBA 

DEIS 

DERP 

DOD 

DOT 

EA 

EBS 

EIS 

EO 

EPA 

EPCRA 


average  annual  daily  traffic 
asbestos-containing  material 
Anno  Domini 
average  daily  traffic 
Air  Force  Base 

Air  Force  Center  for  Environmental  Excellence 
Air  Force  Instruction 

Air  Force  Institute  for  Environmental  Safety  and  Occupational  Health 
Risk  Analysis 

Air  Force  Materiel  Command 

Air  Force  Radioactive  and  Mixed  Waste  Office 

Air  Force  Research  Laboratory 

Asbestos  Hazard  Emergency  Response  Act 

area  of  concern 

Air  Pollution  Control  District 

Air  Ouality  Health  Alert  Plan 

aboveground  storage  tank 

Before  Christ 

Brooks  City  Base  Project 

below  ground  surface 

base  operating  support 

Clean  Air  Act 

Clean  Air  Act  Amendments 
Central  Accumulation  Site 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  Recovery, 
and  Liability  Act 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
cubic  feet  per  second 
carbon  monoxide 
City  of  San  Antonio 
City  Public  Service 

Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission 
cultural  resources  management 
Clean  Water  Act 
decibel 

A-weighted  decibel 
draft  environmental  impact  statement 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
Department  of  Defense 
Department  of  Transportation 
environmental  assessment 
environmental  baseline  survey 
environmental  impact  statement 
Executive  Qrder 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Emergency  Planning  and  Community  Right-to-Know  Act 
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FAA 

FEIS 

FIFRA 

FPTA 

FS 

FY 

HABS 

HAER 

HAP 

HEB 

HMTA 

hp 

HSW 

HUD 

I 

lAP 

INRMP 

IRP 

kV 

Ldn 

LF 

LLRW 

LOS 

pg/m^ 

MCF 

MFH 

MG 

MGD 

MkWH 

MOU 

MPO 

MSA 

MSGP 

MSL 

MW 

NAAQS 

National  Register 

nCi/g 

NEPA 

NESHAP 

NHPA 

NO2 

NOI 

NOx 

NPDES 

NRCS 

OSHA 

OU 

OWS 

PCB 


Federal  Aviation  Administration 

final  environmental  impact  statement 

Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act 

Fire  Protection  Training  Area 

feasibility  study 

fiscal  year 

Historic  American  Building  Survey 

Historic  American  Engineering  Record 

hazardous  air  pollutant 

H.E.  Butt  Grocery  Company 

Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act 

horsepower 

Human  Systems  Wing 

Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Interstate 

initial  accumulation  point 

Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan 

Installation  Restoration  Program 

kilovolt 

day-night  average  sound  level 
linear  feet 

low-level  radiation  waste 

level  of  service 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

million  cubic  feet 

military  family  housing 

million  gallons 

million  gallons  per  day 

million  kilowatt  hours 

Memorandum  of  Understanding 

Metropolitan  Planning  Organization 

Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 

multi-sector  general  permit 

mean  sea  level 

megawatts 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

National  Register  of  Historic  Preservation 

nanocuries  per  gram 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

nitrogen  dioxide 

Notice  of  Intent 

nitrogen  oxides 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
operable  unit 
oil/water  separator 
polychlorinated  biphenyl 
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pCi/l 

picocuries  per  liter 

PEL 

permissible  exposure  limit 

PHV 

peak-hour  volume 

P.L. 

Public  Law 

PMio 

particular  matter  equal  to  or  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter 

POL 

petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricants 

ppm 

parts  per  million 

PSD 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

psig 

pounds  per  square  inch  gauge 

PVC 

polyvinyl  chloride 

QRP 

Oualified  Recycling  Program 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

REMI 

Regional  Economic  Modeling,  Inc. 

RFI 

Request  for  Information 

Rl 

remedial  investigation 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision 

ROI 

region  of  influence 

RRS 

risk  reduction  standard 

RSO 

Radiation  Safety  Officer 

SAM 

U.S.  Air  Force  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine 

SARA 

Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 

SAWS 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

SDRH 

Radiation  Surveillance  Division,  Health  Physics  Branch 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Plan 

SO2 

sulfur  dioxide 

SWDA 

Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 

SWPPP 

Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

TAG 

Texas  Administrative  Code 

TCE 

trichloroethylene 

TIP 

Transportation  Improvement  Program 

TND 

Traditional  Neighborhood  Development 

TNRCC 

Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Commission 

TOD 

Transit-Oriented  Design 

TPDES 

Texas  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

TSP 

total  suspended  particulates 

TWA 

time-weighted  average 

U.S.  # 

U.S.  Highway 

U.S.C. 

U.S.  Code 

USFWS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

uses 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

UST 

underground  storage  tank 

V/C 

volume  to  capacity 

VOC 

volatile  organic  compound 

WPA 

Works  Progress  Administration 

WWTP 

wastewater  treatment  plant 
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APPENDIX  B 

MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN  BROOKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
AND  THE  CITY  OF  SAN  ANTONIO 


Memorandum  of  Understanding 
Between  Brooks  Air  Force  Base 
and 

The  City  of  San  Antonio 


1.  Purpose: 

The  parties  to  this  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  air  s  the  Human 
Systems  Center,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  and  the  City  of  San  Antonio  (hereafter  known  as 
the  "parties").  This  MOU  establishes  the  basis  for  a  partnership  betw  een  the  parties  to 
address  the  roles,  responsibilities,  goals  and  objectives  of  each  party  cnjlative  to  planning 
the  future  of  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  It  is  the  vision  of  both  parties  to  j:ransform  Brooks 
into  a  model  base  of  efficiency  within  the  D^artment  of  Defense  pici’i  iding  a 
continuing  source  of  employment,  economic  well  being,  and  civic  pr  ii  ;Le  within  the  San 
Antonio  community. 

2.  Background: 

Both  parties  share  common  visions  and  ideas  on  the  future  of  Brooks  Air  Force 
Base  and  towards  achieving  the  goals  and  objectives  of  each  party,  lliic  goal  of  the  Air 
Force  is  to  maximize  the  cost  efficiency  of  Brooks  making  it  econamitr  Jilly  more 
competitive  relative  to  other  installations.  The  City,  represented  thro u  gh  the  Mayor's 
Brooks  Opportunities  Task  Force  (BOTF)  established  a  primary  goal  strengthen  the 
value  of  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  to  the  Air  Force,  the  Department  of  Dijl'ense  and  other 
natiorud  and  local  interests.  The  City's  goal  is  to  also  enhance  economic  growth  and  job 
opportunities  for  the  San  Antonio  community. 

3.  Brooks  AFB  and  the  City's  (BOTF)  Objectives: 

Brooks  AFB  objectives  ate; 

•  Reducing  infrastructure  support  costs  for  Air  Force  mission  airtivities 

•  Preserving  Brooks'  vital  military  missions 

•  Creating  partnerships  with  federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  ririvate  sector 

•  Introducing  activities  that  are  compatible  with  Brooks'  focus  on  aerospace 
medicine,  education,  the  environment  and  human  peiformancsis 

•  Being  good  stewards  of  the  taxpayer's  money 
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Tbe  objectives  of  the  City  (BOTF)  are  to-woilc  with  Brooks  Air  Force  Eiisse  to: 

-  E^qplore  ways  to  increase  job  opportunities  at  Brooks  and  in  the  smrounding 
community  to  stimulate  ecoDomic  growth  and  development 

»  Develop  options  for  expanding  the  use  of  Brooks'  scientiilic  and  technical 
fecilities 

•  Explore  alteinatives  for  helping  Brooks  reduce  its  base  operai  i  irg  support  costs 

•  Ex^ine  ways  to  attract  more  research  development  and  tcitisg  activities  to 
Brooks  from  other  branches  of  the  armed  Ktvicea,  private  industry,  public 
institutions,  and  ofrier  publio^vate  ventures 

•  Encourage  greater  oollaboratioii  between  Brooks'  research  and  teaching 
activities  with  community  organizations  engaged  in  similar  ac.rSvities 

■  Formulate  plans  to  mayimiTP!  the  development  of  real  est2ii:e  on  and  around 
Brooks 


4.  Esublishmeat  of  a  Partnenhip  Between  the  Parties: 

Tbe  piarties  agree  it  is  in  their  muiuai  inierest  ui  t»iabu»u  and 
partnership:  The  panties  agree  to  meet  regularly  to  foster  oommuniciction  and  develop 
action  plans  to  implement  goals  and  objectives.  Tbe  Mayor  will  exteniil  an  mvitadmi  for 
a  Brooks  AFB  representative  to  join  the  Task  Force.  The  Human  Svi^tems  Center  will 
extend  an  invitation  for  a  representative  of  the  BOTF  to  join  the  Brooks  planning  team. 

At  future  meeting  between  the  parties,  the  focus  will  be  to  identify  common  goals 
and  objectives.  The  parties  agree  to:  (1)  develop  action  plans;  (2)  a  nmeline  for 
implementing  specific  actions;  and  (3)  to  establish  a  common  frani(,’:woik  for  sharing 
ideas  and  developing  innovative  solutions  to  mutual  challenges. 


Through  this  MOU,  the  parties  dedicate  tbetoselves  to  be  prometive,  timely  and 
corrstructivc  In  tbeir  cooperative  efibits. 


Signed  on  f  O  .  1998 


Howard  W,  Peak 

mayor 

City  of  San  Antonio 

Alexander  £.  Briseno 
Cify  Manager 
City  of  San  Antonio 


/  J  r 

/  J  ^  ^  ^ 

J  J  ^  - 77 

Brigadier  O^eral,  rfSAF,  MC,  CSS 
Commander,  Humna  Systems  Center 
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APPENDIX  C 

AIR  FORCE  CONCEPT 
APPROVAL  LETTER 


SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

WASHINGTON 


FEB  2  9  200C 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  HQ  AFMC/CC 

SUBJECT:  AFMC  Concept  Approval  for  Brooks  Base  Efficiency  Project 
(Your  Memo,  2  Feb  00) 

The  proposed  concept  to  implement  the  Brooks  Base  Efficiency  Project  is 
approved,  with  modifications  (Atch).  The  planning  process  you  put  in  place  will 
be  critical  to  the  success  of  the  demonstration  project  at  Brooks  AFB. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  this  project  has  high  level  visibility  within  DoD 
and  Congress.  Future  opportunities  to  improve  mission  effectiveness  and  cost 
reduction  at  our  installations  will  be  determined  by  the  success  of  this 
demonstration  project. 


Attachment: 

Concept  for  Implementing  the  Brooks  Base 
Efficiency  Project 

cc: 

SAF/GC/MI/MII 
HQ  USAF/CC/IL/ILE 
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CONCEPT  FOR  IMPLEMENTING  THE  BROOKS  BASE 
EFFICIENCY  PROJECT  AT  BROOKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  TEXAS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  FYOO  Defense  Appropriations  Biii,  24  Oct  99,  Section  81 68  gave  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
authority  to  carry  out  a  demonstration  project  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  (BAFB)  Texas  to  improve  mission 
effectiveness  and  reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quaiity  instaiiation  support.  At  the  broad  ievei,  this 
iegisiation  gives  the  Secretary  expanded  authority  to  enter  into  agreements  to  seii,  iease,  or  otherwise 
convey  base  property  to  a  pubiic  or  private  party.  In  addition,  it  reiieves  this  demonstration  from  some 
federai  property  statutes,  estabiishes  a  project  fund  for  capturing  and  expending  revenues,  and  simpiifies 
reporting  requirements  to  Congress.  Subsection  (n)  restricts  these  authorities  from  taking  effect  untii 
1 5  Jun  00,  and  the  authority  to  enter  into  new  agreements  expires  on  30  Sep  04.  This  paper  outiines  the 
proposed  concept  for  the  demonstration  project. 

SUMMARY  OF  STRATEGY 

The  Air  Force  intends  to  pursue  conveyance  of  the  entire  BAFB  reai  property  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio 
and  ieaseback  of  required  faciiities.  This  strategy  appears  to  be  cost  effective  and  most  advantageous  to 
both  the  community  and  the  Air  Force.  Because  the  desired  BAFB  end  state  is  a  thriving  bio-science/ 
academic/environmentai  technicai  center  of  exceiience  in  the  southeast  quadrant  of  San  Antonio,  future 
deveiopment  of  the  500  acres  of  undeveioped  iand  is  both  desired  and  encouraged.  Therefore,  as  one  of 
the  terms  of  conveyance,  the  Air  Force  wiii  require  the  City  of  San  Antonio  to  competitiveiy  seiect  a  third 
party  reai  property  deveioper  for  the  further  deveiopment  of  the  base  and  require  the  City  to  use  the  Air 
Force  as  an  advisor  during  this  process.  The  Air  Force  anticipates  municipai  services  at  no  cost,  a  share 
of  future  deveiopment  revenues,  and  other  compensation  from  the  City  of  San  Antonio  as  fair  market 
vaiue  compensation  for  base  property.  By  giving  the  City  of  San  Antonio  the  “right  of  first  refusai”  to  the 
BAFB  property,  the  Air  Force  intends  to  enter  into  exciusive  and  detaiied  negotiations  with  the  City  before 
pursuing  other  approaches.  If,  during  these  negotiations  or  at  anytime  prior  to  finai  conveyance,  either 
party  decides  to  terminate  this  course  of  action,  the  Air  Force  then  wiii  pursue  a  separate  transaction 
directiy  with  a  third  party  deveioper  through  a  competitive  process  to  fuifiii  the  intentions  of  the 
demonstration  project. 

RATIONALE 

The  AFMC  Special  Study  for  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  responded  to  a  request  by  Congress  and  direction  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  identify  ways  to  substantiaiiy  reduce  BAFB  base  operating  costs.  The 
study  conciuded  that  the  most  advantageous  option  for  the  Air  Force  wouid  be  to  transfer  ownership  of 
BAFB  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio  and  iease  back  those  faciiities  needed  to  perform  the  missions  of  the 
base.  In  return  for  base  property,  the  City  wouid  provide  various  services  to  the  Air  Force.  And,  in  the 
event  of  future  deveiopment,  both  the  Air  Force  and  the  City  wouid  share  in  downstream  revenues.  This 
win-win  arrangement  wouid  benefit  the  City  through  saie  and  iease  of  property  to  the  private  sector  and 
through  an  expanded  tax  base.  It  would  benefit  the  Air  Force  through  greatly  reduced  operating  costs 
and  through  an  enhanced  physical  environment,  populated  by  high  tech  businesses. 


Notes:  February  2000  version  from  AFMC/CC. 

Edited  against  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  "approved"  document  (February  29,  2000). 
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Discussions  with  BAFB  ieaders,  the  resuits  of  the  Speciai  Study,  and  congressionai  interest  in  turn 
sparked  great  interest  in  the  City.  The  Mayor  of  San  Antonio  appointed  an  independent  advisory 
committee  to  determine  the  economic  feasibiiity  of  a  “city  base”.  On  4  Nov  99  the  San  Antonio  City 
Councii  unanimousiy  approved  the  committee’s  finai  report.  The  committee  anaiyses  supported  the 
conciusions  of  the  Speciai  Study  and  confirmed  the  feasibiiity  of  a  “city  base”  concept.  The 
recommendations  to  “aggressiveiy  pursue  negotiations  with  the  Air  Force  on  the  city  base”,  and  “retain  a 
third  party  deveioper  through  competition”  indicated  to  the  Air  Force  that  the  City  was  serious  in  its 
interest.  Because  studies  on  both  sides  agree  that  this  course  of  action  appears  sound,  and  frank 
exchanges  between  City  and  Air  Force  ieadership  indicate  serious  intentions,  the  Air  Force  beiieves 
pursuing  exciusive  negotiations  with  the  City  is  most  prudent. 

In  addition,  the  Air  Force  has  anaiyzed  proposed  timeiines  for  impiementation  that  indicate  the 
conveyance  and  ieaseback  option  with  the  City  wouid  produce  the  most  immediate  savings  to  the  Air 
Force  in  base  operating  support  costs.  Upon  finai  conveyance,  the  City  couid  begin  immediateiy  to 
initiate  transfer  of  municipai  services.  Under  a  conveyance  option  to  the  third  party,  the  competitive 
process  for  seiection  wouid  be  iengthier,  deiaying  the  assumption  of  services  and  reducing  savings.  The 
City  aiso  has  indicated  informaiiy  its  intention  to  provide  favorabie  zoning  and  economic  incentives  to 
speed  deveiopment  at  BAFB. 

Finaiiy,  there  is  an  intangibie  advantage  to  entering  into  exciusive  negotiations  with  the  City  of  San 
Antonio.  City  management  has  stated  repeatediy  that  it  very  much  wants  to  heip  the  Air  Force  reduce 
costs  and  increase  high-tech  jobs  at  BAFB.  City  management  aiso  has  stated  pubiiciy  that  it  is  interested 
in  acquiring  the  base.  BAFB  is  iocated  in  an  economicaiiy  chaiienged  area  of  the  City,  and  community 
ieaders  intend  to  use  this  acquisition  to  spur  economic  deveiopment  across  this  historicaiiy  negiected 
southeast  corridor.  The  City’s  interest,  dedication  to  the  Air  Force,  and  commitment  to  renewed 
deveiopment  are  intangibie  benefits  that  cannot  be  underestimated.  Thus,  the  Air  Force  shouid 
acknowiedge  the  benefits  of  this  partnership  and  choose  to  deai  first  with  the  City  under  an  exciusive 
arrangement.  San  Antonio  is  committed  to  working  both  with  and  for  the  Air  Force. 

CRITERIA  FOR  SUCCESS 

As  the  Air  Force  begins  to  pian  for  negotiations  with  the  City  of  San  Antonio  for  conveyance  and 
ieaseback,  we  must  first  know  what  the  Air  Force  requires  for  this  deai  to  be  considered  a  success. 
Because  the  Brooks  Base  Efficiency  Project  is  a  piiot  project,  we  are  mindfui  of  the  responsibiiity  to 
produce  transferabie  iessons  from  this  project  for  other  DoD  instaiiations.  The  Air  Force  aiso  seeks  to 
make  this  process  as  transparent  as  possibie  to  the  BAFB  popuiation.  Air  Force  ieadership,  and 
Congress  so  that  it  can  be  thoroughiy  examined  throughout  deveiopment  and  impiementation.  The 
Brooks  Base  Efficiency  Project  has  the  pubiiciy  stated  goai  to  maintain,  if  not  improve,  mission 
effectiveness  whiie  reducing  costs. 

NEXT  STEPS 

The  Air  Force  intends  to  begin  now  the  pianning  activities  necessary  before  the  Brooks  Base  Efficiency 
Project  begins  on  15  Jun  00.  The  pianning  phase  begins  with  defining  mission  organization  organic  and 
support  requirements  and  capturing,  in  greater  detaii  than  before,  the  Quaiity  of  Life  services,  municipai 
services,  and  costs  of  aii  activities  on  BAFB  to  support  those  missions.  As  a  first  step,  the  Air  Force  wiii 
deveiop  an  improved  inventory  of  aii  faciiity  space  at  Brooks.  From  this  foundationai  data,  BAFB  can 

Notes:  February  2000  version  from  AFMC/CC. 

Edited  against  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  "approved"  document  (February  29,  2000). 
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develop  current  and  foreseeable  future  mission  requirements  for  facilities  and  land  use  that  would  be  the 
cornerstone  In  future  negotiations. 


In  addition,  the  Air  Force  Intends  to  publish  two  Requests  for  Information  to  solicit  Interest  from  the  private 
and  public  sector  In  BAFB  real  property  development  and  In  mission  enhancing  partnerships.  These 
responses  will  give  Brooks  and  the  City  Indications  of  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of  specific  options  and 
help  shape  the  future  under  this  project. 

Planning  activities  to  gather  the  needed  factual  Information  can  begin  In  conjunction  with  the  City  of  San 
Antonio.  Future  negotiations  will  be  more  productive  and  move  quickly,  If  both  parties  begin  from  a 
common  baseline.  The  Air  Force  will  not  compromise  Its  future  negotiating  position  by  these  joint 
activities.  Procuring  some  necessary  documents  together,  such  as  a  legal  description  of  the  property.  Is 
cost  effective,  time  saving  and  prudent.  The  Air  Force  also  will  begin  Immediately  the  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP). 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve  the  concept  for  Implementing  this  demonstration  project:  The  Brooks  Base  Efficiency  Project  can 
begin  a  strategy  to  exclusively  convey  the  entire  BAFB  real  property  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio  and 
leaseback  the  required  facilities  to  accomplish  the  mission.  The  Air  Force  specifically  seeks  approval  to 
undertake  the  following  planning  activities  that  should  occur  before  1 5  Jun  00: 

-  Develop  AF  criteria  for  project  success 

-  Develop  facility  space.  Quality  of  Life,  and  municipal  service  baselines 

-  Begin  the  EIAP  and  land-use  plan 

-  Release  of  two  Request  for  Information  announcements  to  solicit  Interest  from  potential 
mission  partners  and  real  property  developers 

-  Define  the  Project  Fund  process 

-  Develop  a  format  for  the  Annual  Report  to  Congress,  due  March  of  each  year. 

-  Develop  Air  Force  coordination/approval  chain  for  all  activities  related  to  this  project 


Notes:  February  2000  version  from  AFMC/CC. 

Edited  against  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  "approved"  document  (February  29,  2000). 
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APPENDIX  D 
PUBLIC  LAWS 


APPENDIX  D  -  PUBLIC  LAWS 


In  October  1999,  Congress  passed  legislation  (Fiscal  Year  2000  Defense 
Appropriations  Act,  Section  8168,  Public  Law  106-79),  known  as  the  Base 
Efficiency  Project,  allowing  the  Air  Force  to  conduct  a  demonstration  project  at 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  Subsequently,  in  July  2000,  Congress  passed  legislation 
(Fiscal  Year  2001 ,  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  Section  136,  P.L.  106-246),  which 
supercedes  P.L.  106-79.  This  appendix  contains  copies  of  relevant  sections  of 
Public  Laws  106-79  and  106-246. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  106-79 


PL  106-79,  1999  HR  2561 

PL  1 06-79,  October  25,  1 999,  1 1 3  Stat  1212 

(Cite  as:  113  Stat  1212) 


UNITED  STATES  PUBLIC  LAWS 
106th  Congress  -  First  Session 
Convening  January  27, 1999 

Copr.  ©  West  Group  1 999.  No  Claim  to  Orig.  U.S.  Govt.  Works 

Additions  and  Deletions  are  not  identified  in  this  database. 

Vetoed  provisions  within  tabular  material  are  not  displayed 

PL  106-79  (HR  2561) 

October  25,  1999 

APPROPRIATIONS,  2000-DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

An  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  2000, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


SEC.  8168.  (a)  PURPOSE. -The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  evaluate  and  demonstrate  methods  for  more 
efficient  operation  of  military  installations  through  improved  capital  asset  management  and  greater  reliance 
on  the  public  or  private  sector  for  less-costly  base  support  services,  where  available. 

(b)  AUTHORITY.-(1 )  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  carry  out  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  a 
demonstration  project  to  be  known  as  the  "Base  Efficiency  Project"  to  improve  mission  effectiveness  and 
reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quality  installation  support  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  Project  in  consultation  with  the  Community  to  the  extent  the  Secretary 
determines  such  consultation  is  necessary  and  appropriate. 

(3)  The  authority  provided  in  this  section  is  in  addition  to  any  other  authority  vested  in  or  delegated  to  the 
Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  may  exercise  any  authority  or  combination  of  authorities  provided  under  this 
section  or  elsewhere  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(c)  EFFICIENT  PRACTICES. -(1 )  The  Secretary  may  convert  services  at  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base  from 
accomplishment  by  military  personnel  or  by  Department  civilian  employees  (appropriated  fund  or 
non-appropriated  fund),  to  services  performed  by  contract  or  provided  as  consideration  for  the  lease,  sale,  or 
other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  section  2462  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  a  contract  for  services  may  be  awarded 
based  on  "best  value"  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  award  will  advance  the  purposes  of  a  joint  activity 
conducted  under  the  Project  and  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Department. 
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(3)  Notwithstanding  that  such  services  are  generaiiy  funded  by  iocai  and  State  taxes  and  provided  without 
specific  charge  to  the  pubiic  at  large,  the  Secretary  may  contract  for  public  services  at  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Base  in  exchange  for  such  consideration,  if  any,  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  appropriate. 

(4) (A)  The  Secretary  may  conduct  joint  activities  with  the  Community,  the  State,  and  any  private  parties  or 
entities  on  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base. 

(B)  Payments  or  reimbursements  received  from  participants  for  their  share  of  direct  and  indirect  costs  of 
joint  activities,  including  the  costs  of  providing,  operating,  and  maintaining  facilities,  shall  be  in  an  amount  and 
type  determined  to  be  adequate  and  appropriate  by  the  Secretary. 

(C)  Such  payments  or  reimbursements  received  by  the  Department  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project 
Fund. 

(d)  LEASE  AUTFIORITY.--(I)  The  Secretary  may  lease  real  or  personal  property  located  on  the  Base  and 
not  required  at  other  Air  Force  installations  to  any  lessee  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
considers  appropriate  and  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States,  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  lease 
would  facilitate  the  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  for  a  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g). 

(3)  A  lease  under  this  subsection- 

*1278  (A)  may  be  for  such  period  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  the 
Project;  and 

(B)  may  give  the  lessee  the  first  right  to  purchase  the  property  at  fair  market  value  if  the  lease  is  terminated 
to  allow  the  United  States  to  sell  the  property  under  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(4) (A)  The  interest  of  a  lessee  of  property  leased  under  this  subsection  may  be  taxed  by  the  State  or  the 
Community. 

(B)  A  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  that,  if  and  to  the  extent  that  the  leased  property  is  later 
made  taxable  by  State  governments  or  local  governments  under  Federal  law,  the  lease  shall  be  renegotiated. 

(5)  The  Department  may  furnish  a  lessee  with  utilities,  custodial  services,  and  other  base  operation, 
maintenance,  or  support  services  performed  by  Department  civilian  or  contract  employees,  in  exchange  for 
such  consideration,  payment,  or  reimbursement  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate. 

(6)  All  amounts  received  from  leases  under  this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund. 

(7)  A  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  following  provisions  of  law: 

(A)  Section  2667  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  other  than  subsection  (b)(1)  of  that  section. 

(B)  Section  321  of  the  Act  of  June  30,  1 932  (40  U.S.C.  303b). 

(C)  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.). 
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(e)  PROPERTY  DISPOSAL. --(1 )  The  Secretary  may  sell  or  otherwise  convey  or  transfer  real  and  personal 
property  located  at  the  Base  to  the  Community  or  to  another  public  or  private  party  during  the  Project,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  for  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  for  a  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g). 

(3)  The  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
following  provisions  of  law: 

(A)  Section  2693  of  title  1 0,  United  States  Code. 

(B)  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1 949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.). 

(4)  Cash  payments  received  as  consideration  for  the  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund. 

(f)  LEASEBACK  OF  PROPERTY  LEASED  OR  DISPOSED.-(I)  The  Secretary  may  lease,  sell,  or 
otherwise  convey  or  transfer  real  property  at  the  Base  under  subsections  (b)  and  (e),  as  applicable,  which  will 
be  retained  for  use  by  the  Department  or  by  another  military  department  or  other  Federal  agency,  if  the 
lessee,  purchaser,  or  other  grantee  or  transferee  of  the  property  agrees  to  enter  into  a  leaseback  to  the 
Department  in  connection  with  the  lease,  sale,  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  one  or  more  portions  or  all 
of  the  property  leased,  sold,  or  otherwise  conveyed  or  transferred,  as  applicable. 

(2)  A  leaseback  of  real  property  under  this  subsection  shall  be  an  operating  lease  for  no  more  than  20  years 
unless  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determines  that  a  longer  term  is  appropriate. 

*1279  (3)(A)  Consideration,  if  any,  for  real  property  leased  under  a  leaseback  entered  into  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  in  such  form  and  amount  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate. 

(B)  The  Secretary  may  use  funds  in  the  Project  Fund  or  other  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  to 
the  Department  for  use  at  the  Base  for  payment  of  any  such  cash  rent. 

(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Department  or  other  military  department  or  other  Federal 
agency  using  the  real  property  leased  under  a  leaseback  entered  into  under  this  subsection  may  construct 
and  erect  facilities  on  or  otherwise  improve  the  leased  property  using  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise 
available  to  the  Department  or  other  military  department  or  other  Federal  agency  for  such  purpose. 

(g)  CONSIDERATION. --(1 )  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  nature,  value,  and  adequacy  of  consideration 
required  or  offered  in  exchange  for  a  lease,  sale,  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  real  or  personal  property 
or  for  other  actions  taken  under  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  may  be  in  cash  or  in-kind  or  any  combination  thereof.  In-  kind  consideration  may  include 
the  following: 

(A)  Real  property. 

(B)  Personal  property. 
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(C)  Goods  or  services,  including  operation,  maintenance,  protection,  repair,  or  restoration  (including 
environmental  restoration)  of  any  property  or  facilities  (including  non-appropriated  fund  facilities). 

(D)  Base  operating  support  services. 

(E)  Improvement  of  Department  facilities. 

(F)  Provision  of  facilities,  including  office,  storage,  or  other  usable  space,  for  use  by  the  Department  on  or 
off  the  Base. 

(G)  Public  services. 

(3)  Consideration  may  not  be  for  less  than  the  fair  market  value. 

(h)  PROJECT  FUND.--(1)  There  is  established  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a  fund  to  be  known  as  the 
"Base  Efficiency  Project  Fund"  into  which  all  cash  rents,  proceeds,  payments,  reimbursements,  and  other 
amounts  from  leases,  sales,  or  other  conveyances  or  transfers,  joint  activities,  and  all  other  actions  taken 
under  the  Project  shall  be  deposited.  All  amounts  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund  are  without  fiscal  year 
limitation. 

(2)  Amounts  in  the  Project  Fund  may  be  used  only  for  operation,  base  operating  support  services, 
maintenance,  repair,  or  improvement  of  Department  facilities,  payment  of  consideration  for  acquisitions  of 
interests  in  real  property  (including  payment  of  rentals  for  leasebacks),  and  environmental  protection  or 
restoration,  in  addition  to  or  in  combination  with  other  amounts  appropriated  for  these  purposes. 

(3)  Subject  to  generally  prescribed  financial  management  regulations,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  the 
structure  of  the  Project  Fund  and  such  administrative  policies  and  procedures  as  the  Secretary  considers 
necessary  to  account  for  and  control  deposits  into  and  disbursements  from  the  Project  Fund  effectively. 

(4)  All  amounts  in  the  Project  Fund  shall  be  available  for  use  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  paragraph  (2)  at 
the  Base. 

(i)  FEDERAL  AGENCIES. --(1)(A)  Any  Federal  agency,  its  contractors,  or  its  grantees  shall  pay  rent,  in  cash 
or  services,  for  the  *1280  use  of  facilities  or  property  at  the  Base,  in  an  amount  and  type  determined  to  be 
adequate  by  the  Secretary. 

(B)  Such  rent  shall  generally  be  the  fair  market  rental  of  the  property  provided,  but  in  any  case  shall  be 
sufficient  to  compensate  the  Base  for  the  direct  and  overhead  costs  incurred  by  the  Base  due  to  the 
presence  of  the  tenant  agency  on  the  Base. 

(2)  Transfers  of  real  or  personal  property  at  the  Base  to  other  Federal  agencies  shall  be  at  fair  market  value 
consideration.  Such  consideration  may  be  paid  in  cash,  by  appropriation  transfer,  or  in  property,  goods,  or 
services. 

(3)  Amounts  received  from  other  Federal  agencies,  their  contractors,  or  grantees,  including  any  amounts 
paid  by  appropriation  transfer,  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Project  Fund. 

(j)  REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS. --(1)  Section  2662  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to 
transactions  at  the  Base  during  the  Project. 
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(2)(A)  Not  later  than  March  1  each  year,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congress  a  report  on  any  transactions  at  the  Base  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  that  would  be  subject  to 
such  section  2662. 

(B)  The  report  shall  Include  a  detailed  cost  analysis  of  the  financial  savings  and  gains  realized  through  joint 
activities  and  other  actions  under  the  Project  authorized  by  this  section  and  a  description  of  the  status  of  the 
Project. 

(k)  LIMITATION. --None  of  the  authorities  In  this  section  shall  create  any  legal  rights  In  any  person  or  entity 
except  rights  embodied  In  leases,  deeds,  or  contracts. 

(l)  EXPIRATION  OF  AUTHORITY.-The  authority  to  enter  Into  a  lease,  deed,  permit,  license,  contract,  or 
other  agreement  under  this  section  shall  expire  on  September  30,  2004. 

(m)  DEFINITIONS. -In  this  section: 

(1 )  The  term  "Project"  means  the  Base  Efficiency  Project  authorized  by  this  section. 

(2)  The  term  "Base"  means  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas. 

(3)  The  term  "Community"  means  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  Texas. 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(5)  The  term  "facility"  means  a  building,  structure,  or  other  Improvement  to  real  property  (except  a  military 
family  housing  unit  as  that  term  Is  used  In  subchapter  IV  of  chapter  169  of  title  10,  United  States  Code). 

(6)  The  term  "joint  activity"  means  an  activity  conducted  on  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base  by  the  Department, 
jointly  with  the  Community,  the  State,  or  any  private  entity,  or  any  combination  thereof. 

(7)  The  term  "Project  Fund"  means  the  Base  Efficiency  Project  Fund  established  by  subsection  (h). 

(8)  The  term  "public  services"  means  public  services  (except  public  schools,  fire  protection,  and  police 
protection)  that  are  funded  by  local  and  State  taxes  and  provided  without  specific  charge  to  the  public  at 
large. 

(9)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  or  the  Secretary's  designee,  who  shall  be  a 
civilian  official  of  the  Department  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(10)  The  term  "State"  means  the  State  of  Texas. 

*1281  (n)  The  authorities  provided  In  this  section  shall  not  take  effect  until  June  1 5,  2000. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  106-246 


PL  106-246,  2000  HR  4425 

PL  1 06-246,  July  1 3,  2000,  1 1 4  Stat  51 1 

UNITED  STATES  PUBLIC  LAWS 
106th  Congress 

PL  106-246  (HR  4425) 

July  13,  2000 

APPROPRIATIONS,  2001-DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

An  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  2001 , 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Sec.  136.  (a)  PURPOSE. -The  purpose  of  this  section  Is  to  evaluate  and  demonstrate  methods  for  more 
efficient  operation  of  military  Installations  through  Improved  capital  asset  management  and  greater  reliance 
on  the  public  or  private  sector  for  less-costly  base  support  services,  where  available.  The  section 
supersedes,  and  shall  be  used  In  lieu  of  the  authority  provided  In,  section  81 68  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriations  Act,  2000  (Public  Law  106-79;  113  Stat.  1277). 

(b)  AUTHORITY.-(1 )  Subject  to  paragraph  (4),  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  carry  out  at  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base,  Texas,  a  demonstration  project  to  be  known  as  the  "Base  Efficiency  Project"  to  Improve 
mission  effectiveness  and  reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quality  Installation  support  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  Project  In  consultation  with  the  Community  to  the  extent  the  Secretary 
determines  such  consultation  Is  necessary  and  appropriate. 

(3)  The  authority  provided  In  this  section  Is  In  addition  to  any  other  authority  vested  In  or  delegated  to  the 
Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  may  exercise  any  authority  or  combination  of  authorities  provided  under  this 
section  or  elsewhere  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(4)  The  Secretary  may  not  exercise  any  authority  under  this  section  until  after  the  end  of  the  30-day  period 
beginning  on  the  date  the  Secretary  submits  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  a  master  plan  for 
the  development  of  the  Base. 

(c)  EFFICIENT  PRACTICES. -(1 )  The  Secretary  may  convert  services  at  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base  from 
accomplishment  by  military  personnel  or  by  Department  civilian  employees  (appropriated  fund  or  non- 
approprlated  fund),  to  services  performed  by  contract  or  provided  as  consideration  for  the  lease,  sale,  or 
other  conveyance  or  transfer  of 

property. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  section  2462  of  title  1 0,  United  States  Code,  a  contract  for  services  may  be  awarded 
based  on  "best  value"  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  award  will  advance  the  purposes  of  a  joint  activity 
conducted  under  the  project  and  Is  In  the  best  Interest  of  the  Department. 
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(3)  Notwithstanding  that  such  services  are  generaiiy  funded  by  iocai  and  State  taxes  and  provided  without 
specific  charge  to  the  pubiic  at  large,  the  Secretary  may  contract  for  public  services  at  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Base  in  exchange  for  such  consideration,  if  any,  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  appropriate. 

(4) (A)  The  Secretary  may  conduct  joint  activities  with  the  Community,  the  State,  and  any  private  parties  or 
entities  on  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base. 

(B)  Payments  or  reimbursements  received  from  participants  for  their  share  of  direct  and  indirect  costs  of 
joint  activities,  including  the  costs  of  providing,  operating,  and  maintaining  facilities,  shall  be  in  an  amount  and 
type  determined  to  be  adequate  and  appropriate  by  the  Secretary. 

(C)  Such  payments  or  reimbursements  received  by  the  Department  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project 
Fund. 

(d)  LEASE  AUTFIORITY.--(I)  The  Secretary  may  lease  real  or  personal  property  located  on  the  Base  and 
not  required  at  other  Air  Force  installations  to  any  lessee  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
considers  appropriate  and  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States,  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  lease 
would  facilitate  the  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  for  a  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g). 

(3)  A  lease  under  this  subsection- 

(A)  may  be  for  such  period  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  Project; 
and 

(B)  may  give  the  lessee  the  first  right  to  purchase  the  property  at  fair  market  value  if  the  lease  is  terminated 
to  allow  the  United  States  to  sell  the  property  under  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(4) (A)  The  interest  of  a  lessee  of  property  leased  under  this  subsection  may  be  taxed  by  the  State  or  the 
Community. 

(B)  A  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  that,  if  and  to  the  extent  that  the  leased  property  is  later 
made  taxable  by  State  governments  or  local  governments  under  Federal  law,  the  lease  shall  be  renegotiated. 

(5)  The  Department  may  furnish  a  lessee  with  utilities,  custodial  services,  and  other  base  operation, 
maintenance,  or  support  services  performed  by  Department  civilian  or  contract  employees,  in  exchange  for 
such  consideration,  payment,  or  reimbursement  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate. 

(6)  All  amounts  received  from  leases  under  this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund. 

(7)  A  lease  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  following  provisions  of  law: 

(A)  Section  2667  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  other  than  subsection  (b)(1)  of  that  section. 

(B)  Section  321  of  the  Act  of  June  30,  1 932  (40  U.S.C.  303b). 

(C)  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.). 
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(e)  PROPERTY  DISPOSAL. --(1 )  The  Secretary  may  sell  or  otherwise  convey  or  transfer  real  and  personal 
property  located  at  the  Base  to  the  Community  or  to  another  public  or  private  party  during  the  Project,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  for  purposes  of  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  for  a  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g). 

(3)  The  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
following  provisions  of  law: 

(A)  Section  2693  of  title  1 0,  United  States  Code. 

(B)  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1 949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.). 

(4)  Cash  payments  received  as  consideration  for  the  sale  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  property  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund. 

(f )  LEASEBACK  OF  PROPERTY  LEASED  OR  DISPOSED.-(I)  The  Secretary  may  lease,  sell,  or 
otherwise  convey  or  transfer  real  property  at  the  Base  under  subsections  (b)  and  (e),  as  applicable,  which  will 
be  retained  for  use  by  the  Department  or  by  another  military  department  or  other  Federal  agency,  if  the 
lessee,  purchaser,  or  other  grantee  or  transferee  of  the  property  agrees  to  enter  into  a  leaseback  to  the 
Department  in  connection  with  the  lease,  sale,  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  one  or  more  portions  or  all 
of  the  property  leased,  sold,  or  otherwise  conveyed  or  transferred,  as  applicable. 

(2)  A  leaseback  of  real  property  under  this  subsection  shall  be  an  operating  lease  for  no  more  than  20  years 
unless  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determines  that  a  longer  term  is  appropriate. 

(3) (A)  Consideration,  if  any,  for  real  property  leased  under  a  leaseback  entered  into  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  such  form  and  amount  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate. 

(B)  The  Secretary  may  use  funds  in  the  Project  Fund  or  other  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  to 
the  Department  for  use  at  the  Base  for  payment  of  any  such  cash  rent. 

(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Department  or  other  military  department  or  other  Federal 
agency  using  the  real  property  leased  under  a  leaseback  entered  into  under  this  subsection  may  construct 
and  erect  facilities  on  or  otherwise  improve  the  leased  property  using  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise 
available  to  the  Department  or  other  military  department  or  other  Federal  agency  for  such  purpose. 

(g)  CONSIDERATION. --(1 )  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  nature,  value,  and  adequacy  of  consideration 
required  or  offered  in  exchange  for  a  lease,  sale,  or  other  conveyance  or  transfer  of  real  or  personal  property 
or  for  other  actions  taken  under  the  Project. 

(2)  Consideration  may  be  in  cash  or  in-kind  or  any  combination  thereof.  In-kind  consideration  may  include 
the  following: 

(A)  Real  property. 

(B)  Personal  property. 
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(C)  Goods  or  services,  including  operation,  maintenance,  protection,  repair,  or  restoration  (including 
environmental  restoration)  of  any  property  or  facilities  (including  non-appropriated  fund  facilities). 

(D)  Base  operating  support  services. 

(E)  Improvement  of  Department  facilities. 

(F)  Provision  of  facilities,  including  office,  storage,  or  other  usable  space,  for  use  by  the  Department  on  or 
off  the  Base. 

(G)  Public  services. 

(3)  Consideration  may  not  be  for  less  than  the  fair  market  value. 

(h)  PROJECT  FUND.--(1)  There  is  established  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a  fund  to  be  known  as  the 
"Base  Efficiency  Project  Fund"  into  which  all  cash  rents,  proceeds,  payments,  reimbursements,  and  other 
amounts  from  leases,  sales,  or  other  conveyances  or  transfers,  joint  activities,  and  all  other  actions  taken 
under  the  Project  shall  be  deposited.  Subject  to  paragraph  (2),  amounts  deposited  into  the  Project  Fund  shall 
be  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

(2)  To  the  extent  provided  in  advance  in  appropriations  Acts,  amounts  in  the  Project  Fund  shall  be  available 
to  the  Secretary  for  use  at  the  base  only  for  operation,  base  operating  support  services,  maintenance,  repair, 
or  improvement  of  Department  facilities,  payment  of  consideration  for  acquisitions  of  interests  in  real  property 
(including  payment  of  rentals  for  leasebacks),  and  environmental  protection  or  restoration.  The  use  of  such 
amounts  may  be  in  addition  to  or  in  combination  with  other  amounts  appropriated  for  these  purposes. 

(3)  «NOTE:  Procedures. »  Subject  to  generally  prescribed  financial  management  regulations,  the 
Secretary  shall  establish  the  structure  of  the  Project  Fund  and  such  administrative  policies  and  procedures 
as  the  Secretary  considers  necessary  to  account  for  and  control  deposits  into  and  disbursements  from  the 
Project  Fund  effectively. 

(i)  FEDERAL  AGENCIES. --(1)(A)  Any  Federal  agency,  its  contractors,  or  its  grantees  shall  pay  rent,  in  cash 
or  services,  for  the  use  of  facilities  or  property  at  the  Base,  in  an  amount  and  type  determined  to  be  adequate 
by  the  Secretary. 

(B)  Such  rent  shall  generally  be  the  fair  market  rental  of  the  property  provided,  but  in  any  case  shall  be 
sufficient  to  compensate  the  Base  for  the  direct  and  overhead  costs  incurred  by  the  Base  due  to  the 
presence  of  the  tenant  agency  on  the  Base. 

(2)  Transfers  of  real  or  personal  property  at  the  Base  to  other  Federal  agencies  shall  be  at  fair  market  value 
consideration.  Such  consideration  may  be  paid  in  cash,  by  appropriation  transfer,  or  in  property,  goods,  or 
services. 

(3)  Amounts  received  from  other  Federal  agencies,  their  contractors,  or  grantees,  including  any  amounts 
paid  by  appropriation  transfer,  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Project  Fund. 

(j)  «NOTE:  Applicability.»  Reports  to  Congress. --(1)  Section  2662  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall 
apply  to  transactions  at  the  Base  during  the  Project. 
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(k)  LIMITATION. --None  of  the  authorities  in  this  section  shaii  create  any  iegai  rights  in  any  person  or  entity 
except  rights  embodied  in  ieases,  deeds,  or  contracts. 

(i)  EXPIRATION  OF  AUTHORITY.-The  authority  to  enter  into  a  iease,  deed,  permit,  iicense,  contract,  or 
other  agreement  under  this  section  shaii  expire  on  June  1 , 2005. 

(m)  DEFINITIONS. -In  this  section: 

(l )  The  term  "Project"  means  the  Base  Efficiency  Project  authorized  by  this  section. 

(2)  The  term  "Base"  means  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas. 

(3)  The  term  "Community"  means  the  City  of  San  Antonio,  Texas. 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(5)  The  term  "faciiity"  means  a  buiiding,  structure,  or  other  improvement  to  reai  property  (except  a  miiitary 
famiiy  housing  unit  as  that  term  is  used  in  subchapter  IV  of  chapter  169  of  title  10,  United  States  Code). 

(6)  The  term  "joint  activity"  means  an  activity  conducted  on  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Base  by  the 
Department,  jointly  with  the  Community,  the  State,  or  any  private  entity,  or  any  combination  thereof. 

(7)  The  term  "Project  Fund"  means  the  Base  Efficiency  Project  Fund  established  by  subsection  (h). 

(8)  The  term  "public  services"  means  public  services  (except  public  schools,  fire  protection,  and  police 
protection)  that  are  funded  by  local  and  State  taxes  and  provided  without  specific  charge  to  the  public  at 
large. 

(9)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  or  the  Secretary's  designee,  who  shall  be  a 
civilian  official  of  the  Department  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(10)  The  term  "State"  means  the  State  of  Texas. 

(n)  Effective  Date. -This  section  becomes  effective  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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APPENDIX  E  -  NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


The  following  Notice  of  Intent  was  circulated  and  published  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  June  1 6,  2000,  Federal 
Register  in  order  to  provide  public  notice  of  the  Air  Force’s  intent  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project.  This  Notice  of  Intent  has  been  retyped  for  clarity  and  legibility. 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENT 
TO  PREPARE  AN 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  BROOKS  CITY  BASE  PROJECT 
BROOKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  TEXAS 


The  United  States  Air  Force  is  issuing  this  notice  to  advise  the  pubiic  of  its  intention  to  prepare  an 
Environmentai  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project  (BCBP).  The  EIS  wiii  be  prepared 
pursuant  to  the  Nationai  Environmentai  Poiicy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  4321,  et  seq.), 
the  Councii  on  Environmentai  Quaiity  (CEQ)  Reguiations  for  Impiementing  the  Procedurai  Provisions  of 
NEPA  (40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508),  and  Air  Force  poiicy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989).  The  BCBP  is 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  the  Fiscai  Year  2000  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  Pubiic  Law  106-79, 
Section  8168.  It  is  intended  to  improve  mission  effectiveness  and  asset  management  and  reduce  the  cost 
of  providing  quaiity  instaiiation  support  services  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  Under  the  BCBP,  the  Air 
Force  proposes  to  convey  aii  or  portions  of  the  approximateiy  1 ,31 0  acres  of  base  reai  property  to  the  City 
of  San  Antonio  or  other  pubiic  or  private  entity  and  iease  back  those  faciiities  required  to  support  the 
continuing  Air  Force  mission.  The  City  of  San  Antonio  or  other  entity  wouid  deveiop  avaiiabie  portions  of 
the  base  property  in  a  manner  that  is  not  inconsistent  with  continuing  Brooks  AFB  mission  activities. 

The  EIS  will  address  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  BCBP. 

The  Proposed  Action  is  a  transfer/leaseback  of  Brooks  AFB  property.  Alternatives  include  Air  Force 
outgrant  of  portions  of  the  base,  under  which  the  Air  Force  would  retain  ownership,  and  the  no-action 
alternative,  under  which  the  BCBP  would  not  be  implemented.  The  analysis  will  examine  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  under  several  different 
land  use  scenarios. 

To  provide  a  forum  for  public  officials  and  the  community  to  provide  information  and  comments  on 
the  project,  the  Air  Force  will  hold  a  public  scoping  meeting  in  San  Antonio  at  the  following  location  near 
Brooks  AFB: 

DATE  LOCATION  TIME 

July  12,  2000  Slattery  Hall  7:00  p.m.  -  9:00  p.m. 

9006  Villamain  Road 
San  Antonio,  Texas  78223 

Notice  of  the  time  and  location  of  the  meeting  will  also  be  announced  in  local  newspapers.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to:  (1)  identify  the  environmental  issues  and  concerns  that  should  be  analyzed; 
(2)  solicit  comments  on  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives;  and  (3)  solicit  potential  alternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action.  In  soliciting  information  on  potential  alternatives,  the  Air  Force  will  consider  reasonable 
alternatives  offered  during  the  public  scoping  period,  currently  scheduled  to  continue  through  August  4, 
2000. 


To  ensure  sufficient  time  to  adequately  consider  public  input  concerning  environmental  issues  and 
alternatives  to  be  included  in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  recommends  that  comments  be  forwarded  to  the 
address  listed  below  by  the  end  of  the  public  scoping  period.  The  Air  Force  will,  however,  accept 
additional  comments  at  any  time  during  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process. 

Please  direct  written  comments  or  requests  for  further  information  concerning  the  BCBP  EIS  to 
Mr.  Jonathan  D.  Farthing,  HQ  AFCEE/ECA,  3207  North  Road,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  78235- 
5363,  (210)  536-3668. 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
MAILING  LIST 

Elected  Officials  -  Federal 

U.S.  Senate 

The  Honorable  Phil  Gramm 

The  Honorable  Kay  Bailey  Hutchinson 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

The  Honorable  Giro  Rodriguez,  District  28 

The  Honorable  Charles  Gonzales,  District  20 

Elected  Officials  -  State  of  Texas 

Senate 

The  Honorable  Frank  Madia,  District  29 

House  of  Representatives 

The  Honorable  Carlos  Uresti,  District  118 

Elected  Officials  -  Local 

The  Honorable  Debra  Guerrero 
City  Councilwoman,  City  of  San  Antonio 

The  Honorable  Howard  Peak 
Mayor,  City  of  San  Antonio 

Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 
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Regional  Offices  of  Federal  Agencies 

Inter-Tribal  Council  of  American  Indians 

National  Park  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  6 

State  Agencies 

Alamo  Area  Council  of  Governments 

Edwards  Aquifer  Authority 

Governor’s  Budgeting  and  Planning  Office 

Texas  Historical  Commission,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Architecture,  Archaeology,  and  Local  History  Programs 

Texas  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Commission 

County  Agencies 

Bexar  County  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization 
Bexar  County  Planning  and  Resource  Management 
Bexar  County  Public  Works  Department 

Local  Government  Agencies 

City  of  San  Antonio 

Economic  Development  Department 

City  of  San  Antonio 
City  Manager 

City  Public  Service 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

Environmental  Justice  Outreach 

Communities  Organized  for  Public  Service 
La  Prensa 

LULAC  (Council  and  Director) 

Neighborhood  Resource  Center 
Raymond  Hernandez 
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Other  Organizations/Individuals 

Santa  Garza 
Mickey  Killian 
Luis  R.  Rivas 
Henry  Troutz 
David  Wasicek 
Arthur  J.  Yoggerst 

American  Federation  of  Government  Employees,  Local  1757 
Brooks  Heritage  Foundation,  Inc. 

CH2M  Hill 
Charis  Corporation 
Frontline  Systems 

Greater  San  Antonio  Chamber  of  Commerce 
HDR/Simpson 

Highland  Hills  Neighborhood  Association 

Highland  Park  Neighborhood  Association 

International  Association  of  Firefighters,  Local  F-89 

Los  Compadres  de  San  Antonio  Mission 

Mission  San  Jose  Neighborhood  Association 

Mission  San  Juan  Capistrano 

Providence  Commercial  Real  Estate 

Providence  Weitzman  Group 

Los  Vecinos  De  Las  Mission 

Restoration  Advisory  Board 

San  Antonio  Business  Journal 

San  Antonio  Conservation  Society 
San  Antonio  Express-News 

San  Antonio  Hispanic  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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Other  Organizations/Individuals  (continued) 

Southeast  Citizens  Committee 
Southside  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Southside  Reporter 
Southwestern  Beii 

Other  Organizations/Individuals  (Continued) 

Stinson  Airport 
Providence  Weitzman  Group 

Libraries 

Monographs  Acquisition  Service,  Coiorado  State  University  Libraries 

San  Antonio  Pubiic  Library,  Downtown 

San  Antonio  Pubiic  Library,  McCreiess  Branch 
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METHODS  OF  ANALYSIS 


This  section  describes  the  methods  and  techniques  used  in  preparation  of  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 
(BCBP)  environmentai  impact  statement  (EiS).  The  methods  were  designed  and  impiemented  to 
evaiuate  the  potentiai  environmentai  impacts  associated  with  impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
aiternatives.  The  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  anaiyzed  in  this  EiS  were  deveioped  based  on  input 
from  the  Air  Force,  the  City  of  San  Antonio  (CoSA),  and  other  iocai  agencies  and  organizations. 

The  various  anaiysis  methods  used  during  preparation  of  this  EiS  are  summarized  in  this  appendix. 
Generai  methods  appiicabie  to  preparation  of  the  EiS,  as  a  whoie,  are  described  in  Chapter  1 .0. 

Chapter  2.0  describes  specific  methods  appiicabie  to  preparation  of  the  Description  of  Proposed  Action 
and  Aiternatives  (DOPAA)  (Section  2.1)  and  for  individuai  resource  areas  (Sections  2.2  through  2.6). 

1.0  GENERAL  METHODS 

Region  of  Influence 

A  region  of  infiuence  (ROi)  was  defined  for  each  resource  area  pertinent  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
aiternatives.  The  ROi  determined  the  geographicai  area  addressed  as  the  Affected  Environment  in 
Chapter  3.0  of  the  EiS.  Aithough  the  base  boundary  constituted  the  ROi  iimit  for  many  resources, 
potentiai  impacts  associated  with  certain  issues  (e.g.,  air  quaiity)  often  transcended  these  iimits.  ROis 
were  carefuiiy  deiineated  to  aiiow  an  accurate  anaiysis  that  provides  the  basis  for  Air  Force  decision 
making  regarding  the  BCBP.  The  foiiowing  criteria  were  used  for  ROi  definition: 

•  Boundaries  were  assigned  that  refiected  the  true  geographicai  iimit  of  the  specific  resource 
(e.g.,  the  totai  habitat  zone  for  an  endangered  species). 

•  Areas  were  defined  that  encompassed  aii  potentiai  impacts  without  creating  a  iarger  than 
necessary  study  area. 

•  Contexts  were  provided  to  aiiow  regionai  anaiyses,  where  appropriate. 

The  deiineation  of  an  ROi  is  cioseiy  tied  to  the  data  coiiection  process  and  tends  to  be  resource-specific. 
Further  detaiis  regarding  ROis  are  presented  within  the  methods  discussions  for  each  resource  area. 

Baseline  or  Reference  Point  Establishment 

In  order  to  accurately  describe  the  affected  environment,  a  baseline  was  established  for  use  during  data 
collection  and  impact  analysis  activities.  The  baseline  is  important  in  that  it  describes  a  set  of  existing 
environmental  conditions  at  a  specific  point  in  time.  The  baseline  utilized  for  this  EIS  is  1 998-2000. 

Data  Collection 

The  data  collection  process  included  the  compilation  of  existing  data,  and  thus  the  identification  of  data 
gaps.  Data  were  collected  from  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Texas,  and  from  various  local,  state,  and 
federal  agencies. 
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Raw  data,  analyses,  and  summaries  have  been  carefully  organized  throughout  the  Environmental  Impact 
Analysis  Process  (EIAP).  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  strongly  advise  that  only 
carefully  generated  summaries  of  environmental  studies  be  included  within  the  EIS.  Supporting  data  has 
been  retained  in  project  files,  because  they  may  be  requested  by  regulatory  or  other  government 
agencies  to  support  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  EIS. 

Regulatory  Requirements 

Regulatory  requirements  that  address  the  management  of  certain  resources,  in  addition  to  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  may  be  found  in  many  pieces  of 
legislation  at  the  federal,  state,  and  county  level.  The  jurisdiction  of  these  laws  over  a  military  base  varies 
according  to  the  resource  involved.  For  example,  cultural  resources  on  a  federal  installation  are  subject 
to  federal  mandates  only.  Issues  related  to  potential  health  hazards,  on  the  other  hand,  are  regulated  at 
the  state  and  local  level  as  well  (e.g.,  air  and  water  pollution).  The  analysis  of  environmental  effects  was 
conducted  in  the  regulatory  context  appropriate  to  the  location  of  Brooks  AFB  and  the  current  and 
projected  activities  to  be  performed  on  the  property. 

Impact  assessment  is  mandated  by  the  CEQ.  Significance  of  a  potential  impact  is  judged  by  its  context 
and  intensity  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  1508.27[a]).  Analysis  of  an  impact  within  multiple 
contexts  such  as  locality,  affected  region,  affected  interests,  and  society  as  a  whole,  is  often  required  for 
an  adequate  assessment.  The  intensity  of  an  impact  is  evaluated  by  considering  the  degree  to  which  the 
action  affects  public  health  and  safety,  has  a  potentially  controversial  effect  on  environmental  quality, 
establishes  a  precedent  or  represents  a  decision  for  future  actions,  and  is  related  to  other  actions  with 
individually  insignificant  but  cumulatively  significant  impacts  (40  CFR  1 508.27[b]).  Analysis  methods  for 
impact  assessment  for  each  resource  area  are  discussed  below. 

The  potential  effects  of  the  implementation  of  the  BCBP  and  their  ramifications  are  clearly  presented  in 
sufficient  detail  to  allow  the  decision  maker  to  make  a  determination  of  significance.  Cumulative  impacts 
were  considered  based  upon  projected  impacts  of  implementing  the  BCBP  in  concert  with  other  planned 
projects  in  the  vicinity. 

2.0  SPECIFIC  METHODS 

2.1  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

In  October  1999,  Congress  passed  legislation  (Fiscal  Year  2000  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  Section 
8168,  Public  Law  [P.L.]  106-79),  known  as  the  Base  Efficiency  Project,  allowing  the  Air  Force  to  conduct 
a  demonstration  project  at  Brooks  AFB  (see  Appendix  D  of  this  EIS).  For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  and 
for  consistency  with  terminology  recognized  by  the  public,  this  project  will  hereinafter  be  referred  to  as  the 
BCBP.  The  project  is  intended  to  improve  mission  effectiveness  and  reduce  the  cost  of  providing  quality 
installation  support  at  Brooks  AFB.  The  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to  evaluate  and  demonstrate 
methods  for  more  efficient  operation  of  military  installations  through  improved  capital  asset  management 
and  greater  reliance  on  the  public  or  private  sector  for  less  costly  base  support  services,  where  available. 
The  authorities  provided  in  this  legislation  took  effect  on  June  15,  2000,  and  expire  on  September  30, 
2004.  The  purpose  of  the  BCBP  analyzed  in  this  EIS  is  to  implement  the  legislation.  The  Request  for 
Environmental  Analysis  (Air  Force  Form  813)  prepared  by  Brooks  AFB  was  provided  to  Earth  Tech  to  be 
used  to  begin  development  of  the  DQPAA. 
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Development  of  the  DOPAA  for  this  EIS  was  coordinated  with  personnel  from  Brooks  AFB  and 
representatives  from  the  CoSA  and  other  local  San  Antonio  agencies  and  organizations.  A  DOPAA 
Workshop  was  held  on  February  29-March  1 , 2000,  at  Brooks  AFB.  The  purpose  of  the  workshop  was  to 
obtain  consensus  on  the  types  of  land  uses  expected  to  occur  on  Brooks  AFB  with  implementation  of  the 
BCBP.  A  list  of  workshop  attendees  is  provided  in  Table  G-1 . 

The  methodologies  used  in  developing  data  for  the  Proposed  Action  were  used  for  the  alternatives  to 
ensure  that  all  scenarios  would  be  treated  equivalently  when  analyzed  for  potential  future  impacts.  The 
types  of  land  use  and  land  use  acreage  for  the  Proposed  Action  were  developed  based  upon  input 
received  at  the  DOPAA  Workshop.  Data  were  developed  for  building  space  (square  feet),  disturbance 
(acres),  phasing  (acres  developed  5,  10,  and  20  years  after  implementation  of  the  action),  utility 
demands,  employment  and  population,  and  vehicle  trips  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  using 
standard  land  use  planning  factors. 

Ground  disturbance  was  determined  by  calculating  the  existing  built-up  area  in  representative  existing 
sites  on  Brooks  AFB,  and  dividing  this  area  by  the  total  gross  square  footage  of  existing  facility  space  to 
obtain  a  ratio  of  disturbance  to  gross  square  feet.  This  ratio  was  applied  to  each  facility's  gross  square 
footage  within  each  of  the  land  use  scenarios. 

Population  data  were  based  on  the  number  of  residential  units  planned.  These  data  are  based  on  the 
average  number  of  persons  per  dwelling  unit  using  information  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  and 
existing  housing  at  Brooks  AFB. 

Employment  data  were  based  on  the  number  of  gross  square  feet  of  building  space  per  employee. 

These  factors,  based  upon  typical  industrial  standards,  varied  depending  on  the  land  use;  for  example, 
commercial  space  would  typically  generate  more  employees  per  square  foot  than  industrial  space. 

The  number  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  each  of  the  land  use  scenarios  was  estimated  using  the  ITE 
Trip  Generation  database.  Each  proposed  land  use  was  compared  to  the  land  use  categories  in  the  ITE 
database,  and  an  appropriate  land  use  category  was  selected.  Trip  generation  was  then  estimated  based 
on  the  intensity  of  the  land  use  using  a  weighted  average  trip  generation  rate  based  on  traffic  studies 
included  in  the  ITE  database.  The  number  of  trips  was  determined  from  the  weighted  trip  generation  rate 
per  unit  of  independent  variable  (i.e.,  per  1 ,000  gross  square  feet,  acres,  dwelling  unit).  Trips  were  then 
aggregated  for  the  project  site  to  determine  the  total  estimated  average  daily  traffic  volume.  The  base 
boundaries  were  used  to  define  the  project  boundary.  Average  daily  traffic,  peak-hour  generation,  and 
trip  generation  of  the  adjacent  streets  during  the  peak  hour  were  obtained  for  use  in  the  environmental 
analysis. 

Utility  usage  was  projected  based  on  land  use  type,  acreage,  square  footage  of  building  space,  and/or 
projected  population  and  employment.  Utility  projections  were  derived  using  standard  planning  rates, 
which  were  then  adjusted  to  reflect  historical  consumption  data  from  Brooks  AFB. 

Only  about  one-third  of  the  proposed  new  development  is  projected  to  occur  during  the  first  10  years  of 
the  project,  while  the  remaining  two-thirds  is  expected  to  occur  in  the  second  half  of  the  20-year  planning 
period.  These  growth  absorption  forecasts  rely  on  several  assumptions  about  the  economic  marketplace 
for  development  in  the  south  San  Antonio  area. 
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Table  G-1.  DOPAA  Workshop  Attendees 


Name _ Organization 


Capt.  Chuck  Aukiand 

HQ  AFCEE/ECA,  Brooks  AFB 

Daie  Ciark 

HQ  AFCEE/ECA,  Brooks  AFB 

Maj.  Meiissa  Hagen 

HQ  AFCEE/JA,  Brooks  AFB 

Larry  Fariow 

31 1  HSW/PA,  Brooks  AFB 

Robert  Giii 

31 1  HSW/CDB,  Brooks  AFB 

Herbert  Kiein 

311  HSW/CDB,  Brooks  AFB 

Roby  Gregg 

31 1  HSW/EM,  Brooks  AFB 

Art  Hatfieid 

311  HSW/EM,  Brooks  AFB 

Hamid  Kamaipour 

311  HSW/EM,  Brooks  AFB 

Bob  Sanchez 

Brooks  Advisory  Board 

Kathe  Doran 

City  Pubiic  Service 

Miiton  B.  Russeii 

City  Pubiic  Service 

Mike  Tyier 

City  Pubiic  Service 

Mike  Vorndam 

City  Pubiic  Service 

Tim  Gump 

City  of  San  Antonio/Asset  Management 

Eugene  J.  Smith 

City  Attorney 

Mike  Quinn 

City  of  San  Antonio/Pubiic  Works 

Rocky  Aranda 

City  of  San  Antonio/Pubiic  Works 

Ed  Davis 

City  of  San  Antonio/EDD 

John  Steinbauer 

City  of  San  Antonio/EDD 

David  Newman 

City  of  San  Antonio/  Environmentai 

Robert  Siiier 

City  of  San  Antonio/  Finance 

Kara  Norman 

City  of  San  Antonio/  Pianning  Department 

Emiie  Moncivais 

City  of  San  Antonio/  Pianning  Dept.,  Director 

Cari  Wedige 

City  of  San  Antonio/ 

Fire  Department 

Craig  Biume 

Consuitant 

Jeff  Labenz-Hough 

HDR/Simpson,  Chairman,  Southside  San  Antonio 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

Dan  Steed 

Nationai  Park  Service 

Steve  Garza 

Providence  Commerciai  Reai  Estate 

Art  Gonzaiez 

Providence  Commerciai  Reai  Estate 

Dan  Gostyio 

Providence  Commerciai  Reai  Estate 

Doug  Wiiiiams 

San  Antonio  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Jeanne  Geiger 

San  Antonio  -  Bexar  County  Metropoiitan 

Pianning  Qrganization 

Marie  Geiies 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

David  Lugo 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

Pabio  Martinez 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

Chris  Powers 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

Darren  Thompson 

San  Antonio  Water  System 

Tim  O’Krongiey 

Stinson  Airport 

Christina  Ybanez 

VIA  Metropoiitan  Transit 

David  Nicoison 

Weitzman  Group 

Maria  Langmaack 

Earth  Tech 

Coiton,  Caiifornia 

Mark  Personius 

Earth  Tech 

Beiievue,  Washington 
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•  Analysis  of  absorption  rates  for  commercial  office  and  industrial  space  in  the  greater  San 
Antonio  area  was  conducted  by  the  Weitzman  Group  for  the  CoSA.  This  analysis  indicated 
an  overall  rental  office  space  market  in  San  Antonio  of  approximately  20  million  square  feet 
and  an  annual  absorption  rate  (i.e.,  new  construction)  of  about  1  million  square  feet  annually. 
This  approximates  to  a  5-percent  annual  absorption  rate  of  new  office  space.  Industrial 
development  space  in  the  city  is  approximately  67  million  square  feet.  The  market  absorbs 
approximately  1-2  million  square  feet  of  additional  industrial  space  annually.  This 
approximates  to  an  annual  absorption  rate  of  slightly  more  than  2  percent. 

•  The  competitive  marketplace  for  office  and  light  industrial  space  is  also  an  important  factor. 
Brooks  AFB  must  compete  for  the  limited  market  of  new  office/industrial  space  in  San 
Antonio  every  year  with  other  business  and  industrial  parks  and  properties  in  the  area, 
including  new  sites  such  as  the  former  Kelly  AFB.  Generally,  the  more  established, 
aggressively  marketed  sites  with  the  fewest  constraints,  best  available  location,  and 
infrastructure  support  facilities  will  be  the  most  advantageous  for  new  businesses.  The 
“newness”  of  the  BCBP  concept,  time  necessary  to  resolve  the  conveyance  documents  and 
operational  issues,  and  the  focused  nature  of  the  medical/biotechnology  research  market  are 
all  factors  that  may  act  to  constrain  the  immediate  growth  of  development  on  the  base. 

•  Infrastructure  can  also  be  a  limiting  factor  to  growth.  While  generally  well  served  by  public 
facilities,  services,  and  utilities.  Brooks  AFB  faces  several  traffic  circulation  constraints  that 
must  be  resolved  in  order  to  stimulate  development.  These  include  on-base  road 
improvements  needed  to  improve  circulation  within  the  base  and  connectivity  within  the 
surrounding  arterial  roadway  network.  In  addition,  off-base  improvements  are  needed  to 
accommodate  additional  traffic  flow,  especially  at  the  congested  Interstate  Highway 
(IH)-37/S.E.  Military  Drive/Goliad  Road  interchange. 

In  general,  the  size  of  the  San  Antonio  business  park  market,  required  infrastructure  improvements,  local 
competitive  marketplace  for  commercial/industrial  land,  narrow  focus  of  the  medical/biotechnical  market, 
and  uncertainties  about  the  process  and  procedures  for  future  private  sector  development  on  the  base 
are  all  factors  that,  collectively,  are  likely  to  dampen  the  initial  growth  absorption  forecasts  for  the  base.  It 
is  expected  that  once  many  of  these  issues  have  been  resolved,  absorption  rates  would  increase  during 
the  latter  half  of  the  planning  period. 

Tables  G-2  through  G-4  provide  details  on  the  quantitative  figures  generated  for  each  of  the  three  land 
use  scenarios,  based  upon  the  planning  assumptions  described  above. 

2.2  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

2.2.1  Community  Setting 

The  community  setting  section  provides  the  context  within  which  impacts  on  the  biophysical  environment 
are  assessed.  Community  setting  effects  were  based  on  projected  direct  employment  and  resulting 
population  changes  related  to  the  implementation  of  the  BCBP.  These  projections  were  used  to  quantify 
and  evaluate  changes  in  demands  on  community  services  and  transportation  and  utility  systems. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  community  setting  consists  of  the  employment,  income,  and  population  of  the  San  Antonio 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA). 
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Table  G-2.  Land  Use  Scenario  A  Backup  Data  (2020) 


24-Hour 


Land  Use  Category 

Total  Acres 

Gross 

Square 

Footage 

Ground 

Disturbance 

(acres) 

Direct 

Employment 

Population 

2-Way 

Volume 

ADT'^> 

AM 

Peak-Hour 

Volume 

PM 

Peak-Hour 

Volume 

Potable  Water 
Consumption 
(gallons/day)''’* 

Wastewater 

Generation 

(gallons/day) 

Solid  Waste 
Generation 
tons/day 

Electricity 

Consumption 

(kWH/day) 

Natural  Gas 
Consumption 
(cf/day) 

Public/Open  Space 

245 

70,000 

20 

25 

0 

2,737 

326 

429 

1,000 

800 

0.05 

5,397 

15,050 

Mixed  Use 

212 

2,836,000 

183 

7,917 

450 

32,120 

3,475 

3,233 

586,527 

498,790 

15.83 

253,725 

707,534 

Traditional  Neighborhood 
Development 

147 

552,000 

69 

0 

1,908 

4,929 

386 

520 

48,185 

61,045 

3.82 

58,288 

162,540 

Multi-Family  Residential 

63 

1,290,000 

63 

0 

2,250 

4,307 

329 

385 

77,951 

72,000 

4.50 

99,459 

277,350 

Light  Industrial 

96 

736,000 

96 

1,648 

0 

4,973 

721 

697 

113,495 

103,837 

3.30 

56,753 

158,261 

Research  and 
Development  Park 

506 

1,483,600 

296 

4,938 

0 

7,899 

1,533 

1,225 

298,294 

311,117 

9.87 

195,788 

545,972 

Retail/Commercial 

41 

489,500 

41 

400 

0 

23,315 

820 

2,219 

24,158 

25,200 

0.80 

45,566 

127,065 

Total 

1,310 

7,457,100 

768 

14,928 

4,608 

80,280 

7,590 

8,708 

1,149,610 

1 ,072,789 

38.17 

714,976 

1 ,993,772 

Notes:  (a)  ADT  total  has  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  increment  of  50  shown  in  Chapter  2.0. 

(b)  Includes  potable  water  reductions  expected  from  implementation  of  San  Antonio  Water  System  recycled  water  distribution  system  on  Brooks  AFB. 
ADT  =  average  daily  traffic 
cf  =  cubic  foot 
kWH  =  kilowatt  hour 
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Table  G-3.  Land  Use  Scenario  B  Backup  Data  (2020) 


24-Hour 

Ground  2-Way  AM  PM  Potable  Water  Wastewater  Solid  Waste  Electricity  Natural  Gas 

Gross  Square  Disturbance  Direct  Volume  Peak-Hour  Peak-Hour  Consumption  Generation  Generation  Consumption  Consumption 


Land  Use  Category 

Total  Acres 

Footage 

(acres) 

Employment  Population 

ADT'^> 

Volume 

Volume 

(gallons/day)'“' 

(galions/day) 

tons/day 

(kWH/day) 

(cf/day) 

Public/Open  Space 

362 

49,600 

20 

68 

0 

8,252 

796 

1,311 

2,720 

2,176 

0.14 

1 1 ,565 

32,250 

Mixed  Use 

163 

1,503,100 

126 

4,703 

210 

24,696 

2,672 

2,486 

340,100 

296,264 

9.41 

150,424 

419,471 

Traditional  Neighborhood 
Development 

78 

0 

0 

0 

700 

1,627 

128 

172 

10,722 

22,400 

1.40 

15,728 

43,860 

Multi-Family  Residential 

28 

553,000 

28 

0 

963 

1,864 

142 

166 

32,297 

30,800 

1.93 

42,636 

118,895 

Light  Industrial 

214 

1,640,900 

214 

3,674 

0 

1 1 ,085 

1,607 

61,554 

246,524 

231 ,469 

7.35 

126,512 

352,790 

Research  and 

Development  Park 

465 

1,331,900 

259 

4,658 

0 

7,259 

1,409 

1,125 

269,648 

293,465 

9.32 

184,228 

513,736 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,310 

5,078,500 

647 

13,103 

1,873 

54,783 

6,754 

6,814 

902,011 

876,574 

29.55 

531,093 

1,481,002 

Notes:  (a)  ADT  total  has  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  increment  of  50  shown  in  Chapter  2.0. 

(b)  Includes  potable  water  reductions  expected  from  implementation  of  San  Antonio  Water  System  recycled  water  distribution  system  on  Brooks  AFB. 
ADT  =  average  daily  traffic 
cf  =  cubic  foot 
kWH  =  kilowatt  hour 
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Table  G-4.  Land  Use  Scenario  C  Backup  Data  (2020) 


Land  Use  Category 

Total  Acres 

Ground 

Gross  Square  Disturbance 
Footage  (acres) 

Direct 

Employment 

Population 

24-Hour 

2-Way  Volume 
ADT*"' 

AM 

Peak-Hour 

Volume 

PM 

Peak-Hour 

Volume 

Potable  Water 

Consumption 

(gallons/day)**’’ 

Wastewater 

Generation 

(galions/day) 

Solid  Waste 

Generation 

tons/day 

Electricity  Natural  Gas 
Consumption  Consumption 
(kWH/day)  (cf/day) 

Public/Open  Space 

256 

70,000 

20 

25 

0 

2,737 

326 

429 

1,000 

1,575 

0.05 

5,397 

15,050 

Mixed  Use 

241 

3,624,000 

213 

9,820 

900 

36,514 

3,950 

3,675 

737,574 

618,653 

19.64 

314,862 

878,020 

Traditional 

Neighborhood 

Development 

69 

552,000 

69 

0 

1,208 

3,302 

259 

348 

34,552 

38,640 

2.42 

42,559 

118,680 

Multi-Family  Residential 

65 

1,360,000 

65 

0 

2,375 

4,516 

346 

404 

82,049 

76,000 

4.75 

104,856 

292,400 

Light  Industrial 

214 

1,640,900 

214 

3,674 

0 

1 1 ,085 

1,607 

1,554 

251,291 

231 ,469 

7.35 

126,512 

352,790 

Research  and 

Development  Park 

465 

1,343,000 

259 

4,658 

0 

7,259 

1,409 

1,125 

280,007 

293,465 

9.32 

184,228 

513,736 

Retail/Commercial 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,310 

8,589,900 

840 

18,177 

4,483 

65,413 

7,897 

7,535 

1 ,386,474 

1,259,802 

43.53 

778,414 

2,170,676 

Notes:  (a)  ADT  total  has  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  increment  of  50  shown  in  Chapter  2.0. 

(b)  Includes  potable  water  reductions  expected  from  implementation  of  San  Antonio  Water  System  recycled  water  distribution  system  on  Brooks  AFB. 
ADT  =  average  daily  traffic 
cf  =  cubic  foot 
kWH  =  kilowatt  hour 
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Data  Collection 


Data  used  for  the  analysis  included  information  regarding  current  and  projected  base  employment, 
employee  status,  and  employee  place  of  residence.  Population  and  employment  data  for  the  San 
Antonio  area  were  obtained  from  various  sources  including  the  Greater  San  Antonio  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  CoSA  Planning  Department,  and  local  agency  employment  and  population  estimates  and 
forecasts  for  each  community  within  the  ROI.  Information  specific  to  Brooks  AFB  was  obtained  from  on- 
base  sources.  Additional  details  are  contained  in  Appendix  H  of  this  EIS. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  includes  the  current  employment,  income,  and  population  associated  with 
Brooks  AFB,  as  well  as  off-base  employment  and  population  for  the  San  Antonio  MSA. 

Impact  Analysis 

Direct  regional  economic  effects  (employment  and  population)  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives 
were  derived  based  upon  information  detailed  in  the  descriptions  of  each  alternative.  The  analysis 
provided  information  on  changes  in  local/regional  employment  and  population  compared  to  baseline 
conditions.  Additional  details  are  contained  in  Appendix  H  of  this  EIS. 

2.2.2  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

Land  use  addresses  both  human  and  natural  spatial  patterns.  Human  land  uses  include  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  institutional,  aviation-related,  agricultural,  recreational,  and  other  developed  use. 
Natural  land  use  classifications  include  forest,  rangeland,  and  other  open  or  undeveloped  areas. 

Potential  land  use  and  aesthetics  impacts  were  projected  based  on  compatibility  of  land  uses  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  with  adjacent  land  uses  and  zoning;  consistency  with  land  use 
plans,  regulations,  regional  plans  and  policies;  and  safety  restrictions  on  land  uses. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  the  majority  of  direct  land  use  impacts  for  this  study  consisted  of  Brooks  AFB  and  adjacent 
potentially  affected  properties.  Visual  and  recreational  resources  subject  to  potential  impact  within  the 
land  use  ROI  were  identified  for  analysis  purposes. 

Data  Collection 

Sources  used  for  the  land  use  analysis  included  aerial  photographs,  U.S.  Air  Force  Tab  maps,  and 
applicable  regional  and  local  policies  and  regulations.  Data  were  collected  from  Brooks  AFB  and  the 
CoSA  Planning  Department.  Windshield  surveys  were  conducted  to  characterize  adjacent  off-base  land 
uses. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  was  described  in  broad  terms  that  could  include  such  issues  as  wildlife  refuges, 
prime  farmlands,  community  plans,  and  on-site  and  adjoining  land  uses.  The  environmental  setting  was 
described  with  the  aid  of  aerial  photographs,  zoning  maps,  and  windshield  surveys  of  the  areas 
surrounding  Brooks  AFB.  For  aesthetics,  the  affected  environment  was  described  based  upon  the  visual 
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sensitivity  of  areas  within  and  visibie  from  the  base.  These  areas  were  categorized  as  high,  medium,  and 
iow  sensitivity  based  on  existing  buiiding  heights,  architecturai  styie,  and  iand  use  density. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  were  evaiuated  in  terms  of  federai,  state,  and  iocai  iaws  and 
reguiations  that  affect  Brooks  AFB.  A  criticai  part  of  the  anaiysis  encompassed  an  examination  of  the 
iong-range  pians  contained  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  in  terms  of  existing  iand  use. 
Environmentai  consequences  were  defined  by  comparing  the  existing  iand  uses,  zoning  and  iong-range 
pians,  and  projected  iand  uses  to  anticipate  potentiai  iand  use  incompatibiiities  and  encroachment  on 
proposed  activities,  as  weii  as  those  on  the  iocai  community. 

The  major  parameters  that  determined  the  sensitivity  of  iand  use  to  changes  are  as  foiiows: 

•  Regulations  controlling  development  of  the  base.  Federai  or  state  environmentai  or  iand 
management  programs  or  reguiations  couid  prohibit  deveiopment  in  certain  areas  where 
impacts  upon  a  resource  cannot  be  mitigated,  for  exampie,  in  wetiands.  Other  federai  or 
state  reguiations  wouid  not  prohibit  deveiopment,  but  deveiopment  wouid  necessitate 
extensive  and  costiy  mitigation  effort  (e.g.,  for  protection  of  fioodpiains). 

•  Public  sensitivity.  Locai  concerns,  such  as  perceived  or  adopted  confiicts  between  the 
deveiopment  authority  and  iocaiiy  adopted  iand  use  pians,  zoning,  and  other  deveiopment 
reguiations,  couid  generate  pubiic  opposition  to  impiementation  of  the  BCBP. 

•  Existing  and  planned  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  Aithough  reguiations 
controiiing  iand  use  may  or  may  not  be  in  confiict  with  a  particuiar  site  use,  existing  iand  uses 
couid  nevertheiess  be  incompatibie  with  proposed  faciiities. 

The  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  were  evaiuated  to  identify  iand  uses  to  be  deveioped,  visuai 
modifications  that  wouid  occur,  and  new  areas  of  visuai  sensitivity,  and  to  determine  whether  modification 
of  unique  or  otherwise  irrepiaceabie  visuai  resources  wouid  occur  and  detract  from  the  visuai  quaiities  or 
setting. 

2.2.3  Transportation 

Potentiai  transportation  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  focused  on  key  regionai  and 
iocai  road  networks  that  serve  as  direct  iinkages  to  the  base.  Substantiai  changes  in  utiiization  of  the 
existing  roadway  network  were  assessed  to  determine  the  potentiai  transportation  impacts  to  ieveis  of 
service  (LOS)  resuiting  from  impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  The  LOS  for  each 
key  roadway  was  determined  by  distributing  traffic  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives 
on  the  existing  roadway  system,  and  evaiuating  the  resuiting  changes  in  LOS.  The  expected  change  in 
LOS  was  compared  to  baseiine  conditions  to  determine  the  potentiai  impacts. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  inciuded  key  roads  within  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB  that  serve  the  instaiiation  and  couid  be 
affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives. 
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Data  Collection 


Transportation  data  for  areas  surrounding  Brooks  AFB  were  coiiected  from  the  CoSA  Pianning 
Department.  Data  regarding  on-base  traffic  counts  were  coiiected  from  31 1  HSW/CE  at  Brooks  AFB. 
Traffic  counts  conducted  in  December  1998  were  utiiized  to  obtain  peak-hour  voiumes  at  seiected 
intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  Brooks  AFB. 

Affected  Environment 

The  key  road  segments  of  each  network  system  were  identified  using  existing  trip  distribution  information 
and  traffic  voiumes.  Existing  network  descriptions  inciuded  daiiy  average  and  peak  usage,  LOS  rating, 
and  future  pianned  upgrades  or  improvements  to  the  existing  transportation  networks. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  number  of  vehicie  trips  estimated  as  a  resuit  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  was  estimated 
for  2020  on  the  basis  of  direct  on-site  jobs  and  other  attributes  of  on-site  iand  uses  (such  as  the  number 
of  dweiiing  units,  and  commerciai  and  industriai  activities).  Trip  Generation  Data  from  the  ITE  database 
were  used  to  determine  average  daiiy  vehicie  trips.  Peak-hour  vehicie  trips  were  then  aiiocated  to  the 
iocai  road  network  using  prior  patterns  and  projected  destinations  and  sources  of  trips.  Changes  in  peak- 
hour  traffic  voiumes  arising  from  impiementation  of  the  BCBP  were  estimated,  and  resuiting  peak-hour 
voiume  changes  on  key  regionai,  and  iocai  roadway  segments  were  then  determined. 

The  transportation  network  in  the  ROI  was  examined  to  identify  potentiai  impacts  to  LOS  from 
impiementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives.  The  pianning  appiication  from  the  Highway 
Capacity  Manuai  provided  estimates  of  LOS  resuiting  from  changes  in  traffic.  The  pianning  procedures 
used  in  this  anaiysis  are  based  on  forecasts  of  peak-hour  voiumes  and  on  assumed  traffic,  roadway,  and 
controi  conditions.  The  resuits  provided  an  estimate  of  the  changes  in  LOS  rating  expected  as  a  resuit  of 
traffic  voiume  changes  on  key  regionai  and  iocai  roadway  segments. 

2.2.4  Utilities 

Baseiine  or  existing  utiiity  consumption  and  capacities  were  determined  by  anaiyzing  consumption  and 
system  capacity  data  from  community-  or  government-based  utiiity  systems  within  the  ROI,  inciuding 
water  suppiy  and  distribution  systems,  wastewater  treatment  faciiities,  and  energy  suppiy  and  distribution 
systems.  Utiiity  usage  was  determined  based  on  proposed  iand  uses  and  projected  area  popuiation 
increases. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  utilities  comprised  the  service  area  of  the  local  utility  purveyors  of  potable  water,  wastewater 
treatment,  and  energy  distribution  systems  that  serve  Brooks  AFB  and  the  surrounding  area. 

Data  Collection 

Data  were  collected  from  various  published  and  unpublished  references,  engineering  reports,  public  and 
private  utility  purveyors,  related  county  and  city  agencies,  and  knowledgeable  individuals.  Historic 
consumption  data,  average  and  peak  demand  characteristics,  storage  and  distribution  capacities,  and 
related  information  (including  projections  of  future  utility  demand  for  each  utility  provider's  particular 
service  area)  for  Brooks  AFB  were  obtained  from  31 1  HSW/CE. 
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Affected  Environment 


Existing  utiiity  system  use  and  projected  use  throughout  the  anaiysis  period  were  identified  using  utiiity 
purveyor  information.  Information  obtained  inciuded  average  and  peak  usage,  storage  and  distribution 
capacities,  and  pianned  future  utiiity  improvements  or  upgrades  for  each  utiiity  system. 

Impact  Analysis 

Potentiai  impacts  were  evaiuated  based  on  the  most  current,  iong-term  projections  of  demand  and 
popuiation  obtained  from  the  various  utiiity  purveyors  within  the  region  (through  2019)  for  each  of  their 
respective  service  areas. 

The  potentiai  effects  of  impiementing  the  action  were  evaiuated  by  estimating  and  comparing  the 
additionai  direct  demand  associated  with  each  aiternative  to  the  baseiine  and  to  existing  and  projected 
operating  capabiiities  of  each  utiiity  system.  Estimates  of  direct  utiiity  demands  on  site  were  used  to 
identify  the  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  on  utiiity  systems.  Aii  changes  to  the  utiiity 
purveyors'  iong-term  forecasts  were  based  on  estimated  project-reiated  popuiation  changes  in  the  region 
and  on  current  rates  of  per  capita  demand  derived  from  the  purveyors'  data.  It  was  assumed  that  the 
regional  per  capita  demand  rates  are  representative  of  the  BCBP  activities,  based  on  assumed 
similarities  between  proposed  land  uses  and  existing  or  projected  uses  in  the  region.  Projections  in  the 
utilities  analysis  included  direct  demand  associated  with  activities  planned  on  base  property,  as  well  as 
resulting  changes  in  domestic  demand  associated  with  population  changes  in  the  region. 

2.3  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 

The  analysis  focused  upon  storage,  use,  and  disposal  of  substances  deemed  hazardous  due  to  their 
physical  characteristics,  and  their  potential  to  affect  human  health  and  the  environment.  The  ongoing 
hazardous  materials  management  activities  were  summarized  and  assessed,  primarily  through  review  of 
existing  documents,  records,  and  permits. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  included  the  current  base  property  and  all  geographical  areas  that  may  be  affected  by 
hazardous  materials. 

Data  Collection 

Data  were  obtained  from  published  and  unpublished  environmental  documents  and  Brooks  AFB 
Environmental  Management  Directorate  personnel.  Primary  sources  of  data  included  management  plans 
for  various  toxic  or  hazardous  substances,  storage  tank  data,  hazardous  materials  inventories,  and  the 
Basewide  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  prepared  for  Brooks  AFB  in  June  1 998.  Pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  and  standards  were  reviewed  for  applicability  to  the  Proposed  Action 
and  alternatives. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  was  described  using  existing  information  on  current  hazardous  materials 
management  practices  and  inventories  pertaining  to  hazardous  materials  management,  storage  tanks, 
pesticides,  radioactive  materials,  and  ordnance. 
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Impact  Analysis 


The  impact  analysis  considered  (1)  the  types  of  hazardous  materials  currently  associated  with  specific 
facilities  and/or  areas  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  and  (2)  the  regulatory 
requirements  or  restrictions  associated  with  the  outgrant  or  transfer  of  Brooks  AFB  property. 

2.4  SOLID  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

This  analysis  focused  on  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal  systems,  and  disposal  of  waste  deemed 
hazardous  due  to  their  physical  characteristics  and  their  potential  to  affect  human  health  and  the 
environment.  The  ongoing  solid  and  hazardous  waste  management  activities  and  plans  were 
summarized  and  assessed,  primarily  through  review  of  existing  documents,  records,  and  permits. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  solid  waste  comprised  the  service  area  of  the  local  purveyor  of  solid  waste  disposal  services 
including  disposal  locations.  The  ROI  for  hazardous  waste  included  the  current  base  property  and  all 
geographical  areas  that  could  be  affected  by  hazardous  wastes.  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP) 
sites  are  within  the  base  boundary,  with  the  exception  of  the  groundwater  plume  that  has  migrated  off 
base  to  the  south. 

Data  Collection 

Data  were  obtained  from  Brooks  AFB  environmental  documentation  and  Environmental  Management 
Directorate  personnel.  Primary  sources  of  data  included  IRP  documents,  hazardous  and  solid  waste 
management  plans,  storage  tank  data,  and  the  Basewide  EBS  prepared  for  Brooks  AFB  in  June  1998. 
Updated  information  on  IRP  sites  was  obtained  in  July  2000.  Pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local 
regulations  and  standards  were  reviewed  for  applicability  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 
Information  on  solid  waste  disposal  was  also  obtained  from  BFI  (the  provider  of  solid  waste  disposal 
services  for  Brooks  AFB),  Covel  Gardens  Landfill,  and  the  CoSA  Public  Works  Department. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  was  described  using  existing  information  on  current  hazardous  waste 
management  practices  and  inventories  pertaining  to:  hazardous  waste  management,  IRP  sites, 
asbestos-containing  materials,  medical/biohazardous  waste,  and  lead-based  paint. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  impact  analysis  considered  (1)  the  amount  and  type  of  hazardous  and/or  solid  wastes  currently 
associated  with  specific  facilities  and/or  areas  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives;  (2) 
the  regulatory  requirements  or  restrictions  associated  with  the  lease  or  transfer  of  government  property 
on  Brooks  AFB;  and  (3)  potential  restrictions  due  to  the  presence  of  IRP  sites  and/or  ongoing  remediation 
activities. 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


G-13 


2.5 


NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 


2.5.1  Geology  and  Soils 

This  resource  area  encompassed  geologic  resources  and  soils.  These  are  considered  to  be  earth 
resources  that  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  analysis 
examined  potential  impacts,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  resulting  from  or  associated  with  soil 
erosion  and  siltation,  soil/geologic  resource  consumption,  and  geologic  hazards. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  the  geologic  analysis  focused  on  Brooks  AFB  and  surrounding  areas  with  seismic  activity, 
aggregate  resources,  and  flooding  potential.  The  ROI  for  the  soils  analysis  was  limited  to  Brooks  AFB 
property. 

Data  Collection 

The  majority  of  data  necessary  for  the  geology  and  soils  analysis  were  derived  from  existing  maps, 
surveys,  records,  reports,  logs,  and  aerial  photographs.  Sources  of  information  included  existing 
environmental  documentation  at  Brooks  AFB,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service,  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  described  specific  geologic  resources  and  soils  subject  to  potential  impacts 
from  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

Impact  Analysis 

Evaluation  of  soils  impacts  addressed  erosion  potential  and  other  soils  problems  (e.g.,  low  soil  strength, 
expansive  soils)  and  disturbance  of  individual  soil  types.  The  soils  analysis  was  based  on  a  review  of 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  documents  and  surveys  for  soil  properties.  The  soils  in  the  ROI 
were  then  evaluated  for  erosion  potential,  permeability,  and  expansive  soil  characteristics,  as  they  related 
to  construction  problems  and  erosion  potential  during  construction. 

2.5.2  Water  Resources 

This  resource  area  encompasses  groundwater  and  surface  water  that  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  water  resources  extends  beyond  Brooks  AFB  boundaries  to  include  the  regional  groundwater 
supplies  and  quality,  the  surface  drainage  directly  affected  by  runoff  from  the  base,  the  existing 
floodplains  on  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base,  and  those  areas  significantly  affected  by  waterborne  and 
airborne  contaminants  or  changes  in  surface  water  or  groundwater  levels  or  flow  patterns. 
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Data  Collection 


Information  was  collected  from  existing  environmental  documentation  from  Brooks  AFB  and  other  local, 
state,  and  federal  agencies.  The  majority  of  data  was  derived  from  existing  maps,  surveys,  records, 
reports,  and  logs. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  was  addressed  by  describing  the  specific  hydrologic  basin  subject  to  potential 
impact  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

Impact  Analysis 

Analysis  of  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  water  resources  considered  groundwater 
quality  and  quantity,  surface  water  quality  (effects  from  erosion  or  sedimentation  and  contamination),  and 
surface  water  drainage  diversion.  Existing  surface  water  conditions  were  evaluated  for  flood  potential, 
non-point  source  discharge  or  transportation  of  contaminants,  and  surface  water  quality.  Groundwater 
resources  were  evaluated  as  they  pertained  to  adequate  water  supplies  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  Groundwater  quality  and  the  potential  as  a  potable  water  source  for  the  Proposed  Action 
and  each  alternative  were  documented.  The  existing  storm  water  drainage  system  was  evaluated  based 
on  available  literature,  and  the  impacts  to  this  system  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  each  alternative 
were  determined. 

2.5.3  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  resource  is  defined  as  the  condition  of  the  atmosphere  expressed  in  terms  of  the 
concentrations  of  air  pollutants  occurring  in  an  area  as  the  result  of  emissions  from  natural  and/or  man¬ 
made  sources.  The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  have  the  potential  to  affect  air  quality  depending  on 
net  changes  in  the  release  of  both  gaseous  and  particulate  matter  emissions.  The  impact  of  these 
emissions  changes  was  determined  by  comparing  the  resulting  atmospheric  concentrations  to  state  and 
federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  attainment  areas. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  was  determined  based  on  the  projected  distribution  of  emissions  from  sources  associated  with 
construction  and  operations  proposed  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  ROI  for  air 
quality  resources  is  Bexar  County,  which  is  located  in  the  Metropolitan  San  Antonio  Air  Quality  Control 
Region. 

Data  Collection 

This  analysis  utilized  climatological  data,  air  quality  monitoring  data,  baseline  emissions  inventory 
information,  and  transportation  data.  The  majority  of  data  was  derived  from  descriptions,  permits,  and 
operations  records,  and  emission  statements  for  existing  equipment.  Sources  of  information  included 
base  resources  and  federal  and  state  agencies,  including  the  Texas  Natural  Resource  Conservation 
Commission  (TNRCC)  and  the  Alamo  Area  Council  of  Governments  (AACOG).  Federal  and  state  agency 
databases,  such  as  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  Aerometric  Information  Retrieval 
System  (AIRS),  were  also  utilized. 
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Affected  Environment 


The  affected  environment  for  air  quaiity  described  the  current  conditions,  reguiatory  framework,  ambient 
concentrations,  and  status  of  regionai  and  iocai  attainment  with  Ambient  Air  Quaiity  Standards.  Past 
emissions  inventories  and  vioiations  were  aiso  obtained. 

Impact  Analysis 

Emissions  predicted  to  resuit  from  the  proposed  aiternatives  were  compared  to  existing  baseiine 
emissions  to  determine  the  potentiai  for  adverse  air  quaiity  impacts.  Impacts  were  aiso  assessed  by 
modeiing,  where  appropriate,  and  compared  to  air  quaiity  standards  and  attainment  ieveis  for  compiying 
with  these  standards.  Background  concentrations  were  added  to  the  project  impacts  for  comparison  with 
the  standards  and  attainment  ieveis. 

Air  quaiity  impacts  couid  occur  during  construction  and  operations  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
and  aiternatives.  Construction-reiated  impacts  couid  resuit  from  fugitive  dust  (particuiate  matter)  and 
construction  equipment  emissions.  Operationai  impacts  couid  occur  from  (1)  mobiie  sources  such  as 
commerciai  transport  vehicies  and  personai  vehicies;  (2)  point  sources  such  as  heating/power  piants, 
generators,  incinerators,  and  storage  tanks;  and  (3)  area  emissions  sources  associated  with  increased 
energy  consumption  and  hazardous  air  poiiutants  (HAPs). 

The  methods  seiected  to  anaiyze  impacts  depended  upon  the  type  of  air  emissions  source  being 
examined.  The  primary  emissions  source  categories  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
aiternatives  inciuded  construction  operations  and  other  point,  area,  and  mobiie  source  emissions  reiated 
to  the  BCBP. 

Construction  activities  wouid  generate  combustive  emissions  from  heavy  equipment  usage,  associated 
construction  workers'  travei,  fugitive  dust  emissions  from  ground-disturbing  activities,  and  area  emissions 
associated  with  architecturai  coating.  For  emissions  of  particuiate  matter  equai  to  or  iess  than  10  microns 
in  diameter  (PMio)  during  grading  and  ground  disturbance,  the  emission  factors  iisted  in  the  Air  Quaiity 
Threshoids  of  Significance  were  appiied.  The  screening  tabies  for  estimating  totai  construction  emissions 
and  associated  workers'  travei  emissions  from  the  Caiifornia  Environmentai  Quaiity  Act  (CEQA) 
Handbook,  Southern  Caiifornia  Air  Quaiity  Management  District  (SCAQMD),  were  appiied  for  assessing 
air  quaiity  impacts.  Aii  emissions  were  caicuiated  using  appiied  EPA  AP  42  emissions  factors  for  air 
emissions  anaiysis.  These  emissions  factors  are  generic  and  appiicabie  to  aii  areas  of  the  country. 
Federai  and  state  of  Texas  standards  were  used  to  determine  significance. 

Motor  vehicie  emissions  resuiting  from  operations  were  estimated  using  emissions  factors  from  the 
screening  tabies  iisted  in  the  CEQA  Handbook.  Estimates  of  mobiie  emissions  for  the  Proposed  Action 
and  aiternatives  were  based  upon  projected  faciiity  square  footage  within  each  iand  use  eiement.  An 
80  percent  year-round  occupancy  rate  was  assumed  for  the  transient  student  lodging  facility.  The  CEQA 
Handbook  uses  the  term  "reactive  organic  compound  (RQC)"  instead  of  "volatile  organic  compound 
(VQC)."  However,  these  terms  are  considered  equivalent,  and  the  term  "VQC"  has  been  used  in  this  EIS. 
The  term  total  organic  compounds  (TQC)  may  also  be  used  interchangeably  with  VQC. 

Qperational  activities  could  generate  various  amounts  and  types  of  air  emissions  from  the  various  land 
uses  proposed  under  the  BCBP.  A  screening  method  was  used  to  estimate  operational  emissions  from 
energy  consumption  sources  (e.g.,  electricity  and  natural  gas)  for  the  proposed  land  uses.  The  emissions 
factors  were  derived  from  EPA  AP  42  emissions  factors.  Benzene  emissions  were  calculated  for  a 
possible  service  station  as  part  of  the  mixed  use  land  use  area.  Benzene  HAPs  calculations  were  derived 
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from  the  CEQA  Handbook  emission  factors  for  benzene  and  TOCs  for  vehicie  fueiing  and  storing 
composite  activities. 

2.5.4  Noise 

The  noise  anaiysis  addressed  potentiai  noise  impacts  from  surface  traffic  and  any  other  identified  noise 
sources  on  the  base  and  in  the  surrounding  communities  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives. 
Day-night  average  sound  ievei  (DNL)  was  used  to  determine  noise  impacts.  The  DNL  is  the  average 
A-weighted  acousticai  energy  during  a  24-hour  period,  with  a  10  decibei  (dB)  adjustment  added  to  the 
nighttime  ieveis  (between  1 0:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.)  to  account  for  the  increased  sensitivity  to  nighttime 
noise  events. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  was  defined  as  the  area  within  DNL  65-dB  contours  based  on  iand  use  compatibiiity  guideiines 
deveioped  from  Federai  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  reguiations.  Aithough  the  FAA  guideiines 
specificaiiy  appiy  to  aircraft  noise,  it  shouid  be  noted  that  DNL  is  aiso  used  to  describe  the  noise 
environment  reiated  to  other  community  noise  sources,  inciuding  motor  vehicies.  The  use  of  DNL  is 
endorsed  by  the  scientific  community  to  assess  iand  use  compatibiiity  as  it  pertains  to  noise.  Hence,  the 
iand  use  guideiines  presented  by  the  FAA  can  aiso  be  used  to  assess  the  noise  impact  from  community 
noise  sources  other  than  aircraft.  The  ROI  for  surface  traffic  noise  impacts  incorporated  key  road 
segments  from  the  transportation  anaiysis. 

Data  Collection 

Data  regarding  noise  ieveis  generated  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  was  obtained  from  the 
surface  traffic  anaiysis  presented  in  Chapter  4.0  of  this  EIS.  Information  regarding  iand-use  patterns, 
unique  noise  source  iocations  and  characteristics,  noise-sensitive  iocaies  and  or  popuiations,  and 
appiicabie  noise  ordinances,  poiicies,  and  standards  were  utiiized  in  this  anaiysis. 

Affected  Environment 

A  description  of  the  noise  environment  was  generated  for  the  baseiine,  which  inciuded  those  activities 
that  currentiy  generate  noise  at  Brooks  AFB  and  a  description  of  noise-sensitive  areas  in  the  vicinity 
surrounding  Brooks  AFB. 

Impact  Analysis 

Noise  ieveis  resuiting  from  surface  traffic  were  estimated  using  the  Federai  Highway  Administration's 
Highway  Traffic  Noise  Modei.  The  modei  uses  traffic  voiumes,  vehicuiar  mix,  traffic  speed,  traffic 
distribution,  and  roadway  iength  to  estimate  traffic  noise  ieveis.  Potentiai  noise  impacts  were  identified  by 
overiaying  the  noise  contours  with  iand  use  and  popuiation  information  to  determine  the  number  of 
residents  who  wouid  be  exposed  to  DNL  above  65  dB.  The  noise  anaiysis  determined  the  extent  and 
magnitude  of  noise  ieveis  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  using  the  aforementioned  modei.  Net 
change  over  baseiine  conditions  was  then  caicuiated.  Environmentai  consequences  reiated  to  noise 
inciude  effects  on  iocai  human  popuiations;  thus,  impacts  are  highiy  dependent  upon  iand  use.  Noise 
estimates  were  compared  to  existing  ambient  ieveis,  appiicabie  iocai  and  federai  reguiations  and 
standards,  and  accepted  iand  use  compatibiiity  guideiines. 
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2.5.5  Biological  Resources 


Biological  resources  addressed  in  the  analysis  included  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and  endangered 
species  or  their  habitats,  and  sensitive  habitats  (wetlands).  The  latter  two  resource  categories  include 
those  resources  protected  by  federal,  state,  or  local  legislation. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and  sensitive  habitats  included 
Brooks  AFB  and  other  areas  that  could  be  directly  or  indirectly  affected  by  implementation  of  the  BCBP. 

Data  Collection 

Primary  sources  of  data  collected  for  the  analysis  included  environmental  documentation  from  Brooks 
AFB,  the  1996  Brooks  AFB  Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan,  the  Biological  Assessment 
for  the  Effect  of  Water  Draw  on  the  Edwards  Aquifer  by  Department  of  Defense  Installations  in  the  San 
Antonio  Area,  other  published  literature  and  reports,  biological  survey  reports  and  studies,  species  lists, 
field  surveys  of  the  base,  and  contacts  with  the  Texas  Department  of  Parks  and  Wildlife  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Wetlands  on  base  were  identified  in  1 994  by  the  Environmental  Management 
Directorate  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  section  included  a  description  of  any  biological  resources  with  the  potential  to 
be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  These  resources  included  vegetation,  wildlife, 
threatened  and  endangered  species,  and  sensitive  habitats. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  impact  analysis  assessed  the  potential  changes  in  biological  population  or  habitat  quality  resulting 
from  implementation  of  the  BCBP.  Analysis  of  impacts  to  vegetation  included  the  effects  of  construction 
disturbance.  Wildlife  impacts  that  were  addressed  included  habitat  destruction  and  increased  stress  from 
noise  or  human  presence.  Sensitive  habitats  were  defined  as  areas  protected  by  regulations  (such  as 
wetlands  and  habitat  for  protected  species)  and  plant  communities  that  are  of  concern  because  they  are 
unusual,  limited  in  distribution,  or  important  seasonal  use  areas  for  wildlife.  Impacts  to  sensitive  habitats 
that  may  occur  from  habitat  loss  or  degradation,  increase  in  human  use  of  an  area,  and  other  sources 
were  also  considered. 

Potential  indirect  impacts  to  biological  resources  considered  in  this  analysis  included  erosion  (habitat 
loss,  water  pollution)  and  groundwater  drawdown  effects  on  the  region's  habitats  and  associated  species. 
Federal  natural  resources  regulations,  such  as  the  Endangered  Species  and  Clean  Water  acts,  were 
considered  in  this  analysis.  A  specific  assumption  made  for  analysis  of  impacts  to  wetlands  within  BCBP 
development  areas  was  that  wetlands  disturbance  would  be  avoided. 

2.5.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  generally  include  three  main  categories:  prehistoric  and  historic  archaeological 
resources,  historic  buildings  and  structures,  and  traditional  resources.  Prehistoric  and  historic 
archaeological  resources  are  places  where  human  activity  has  measurably  altered  the  earth  or  left 
deposits  of  physical  remains.  Historic  buildings  and  structures  include  above  ground  standing  features 
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and  ruins  of  historic  significance.  Traditionai  resources  are  topographicai  areas,  features,  habitats, 
piants,  animais,  minerais,  or  archaeoiogicai  sites  that  contemporary  Native  Americans  or  other  groups 
vaiue  presentiy,  or  did  so  in  the  past,  and  consider  essentiai  for  the  persistence  of  their  traditionai  cuiture. 
Cuiturai  resources  of  particuiar  concern  inciude  properties  iisted  in  the  Nationai  Register  of  Historic 
Piaces  (Nationai  Register),  properties  potentiaiiy  eiigibie  for  the  Nationai  Register,  and  sacred  Native 
American  sites  and  areas. 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  for  cuiturai  resources  is  synonymous  with  the  Area  of  Potentiai  Effect  (APE)  under  cuiturai 
resources  iegisiation.  The  ROI  encompasses  aii  areas  within  the  boundaries  of  Brooks  AFB  where 
ground  disturbance  might  occur,  where  any  buiidings  or  structures  may  require  modification  or  demoiition, 
or  any  property  that  may  be  ieased  or  transferred  to  a  non-federai  agency. 

Data  Collection 

Data  used  to  compiie  information  on  these  resources  were  obtained  from  existing  environmentai 
documents,  other  materiai  on  fiie  at  Brooks  AFB,  recent  cuiturai  resource  reports  pertaining  to  the  base, 
and  the  Historic  Preservation  Pian  for  Brooks  AFB. 

Affected  Environment 

Aii  types  of  resources  encompassed  within  the  cuiturai  resources  category  are  described  under  the 
Affected  Environment  section.  Interpretations  and  summarizing  statements  are  provided  to  aiiow 
adequate  impact  anaiysis. 

Impact  Analysis 

Environmentai  iegisiation  recognizes  oniy  impacts  to  significant  or  potentiaiiy  significant  cuiturai  resources 
(i.e.,  known  as  historic  properties).  Therefore,  the  impact  assessment  methods  considered  the 
significance  of  the  resource  as  weii  as  the  significance  of  the  impact. 

According  to  Nationai  Register  criteria  (Titie  36  CFR  60.4),  the  quaiity  of  significance  is  present  in 
districts,  sites,  buiidings,  structures,  and  objects  that: 

(a)  Are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  history 

(b)  Are  associated  with  the  iives  of  persons  significant  in  the  past 

(c)  Embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction; 
represent  the  work  of  a  master;  possess  high  artistic  vaiue;  or  represent  a  significant 
and  distinguishabie  entity  whose  components  may  iack  individuai  distinction 

(d)  Have  yieided,  or  may  be  iikeiy  to  yieid,  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 

To  be  iisted  in  or  considered  eiigibie  for  iisting  in  the  Nationai  Register,  a  cuiturai  resource  must  meet  at 
ieast  one  of  the  above  criteria  and  must  aiso  possess  integrity  of  iocation,  design,  setting,  materiais, 
workmanship,  feeiing,  and  association.  Integrity  is  defined  as  the  authenticity  of  a  property's  historic 
identity,  as  evidenced  by  the  survivai  of  physicai  characteristics  that  existed  during  the  property's  historic 
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or  prehistoric  occupation  or  use.  if  a  resource  retains  the  physicai  characteristics  it  possessed  in  the 
past,  it  has  the  capacity  to  convey  information  about  a  cuiture  or  peopie,  historicai  patterns,  or 
architecturai  or  engineering  design  and  technoiogy. 

ideaiiy,  compiiance  with  requirements  of  cuiturai  resources  iaws  and  reguiations  consists  of  five  steps: 

(1 )  identification  of  cuiturai  resources  that  couid  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action  or  its  aiternatives, 

(2)  determination  of  significance  of  potentiai  historic  properties  within  an  ROi,  (3)  assessment  of  the 
impacts  or  effects  of  these  actions,  (4)  councii  comment,  and  (5)  deveiopment  and  impiementation  of 
measures  to  eiiminate  or  reduce  adverse  effects. 

The  primary  iaw  governing  cuiturai  resources  in  terms  of  their  treatment  in  an  environmentai  anaiysis  is 
the  Nationai  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA),  which  addresses  the  protection  of  archaeoiogicai,  historic, 
and  Native  American  resources,  in  compiiance  with  the  NHPA,  the  Air  Force  wiii  consuit  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO),  as  required  under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA. 

Adverse  effects  are  found  when  an  undertaking  may  aiter,  directiy,  or  indirectiy,  any  of  the  characteristics 
of  a  historic  property  that  quaiify  the  property  for  inciusion  in  the  Nationai  Register.  Exampies  of  adverse 
effects  inciude,  but  are  not  iimited  to  (Titie  36  CFR  800.5  (a)(2)): 

•  Physicai  destruction  of  or  damage  to  aii  or  part  of  the  property; 

•  Aiteration  of  a  property,  inciuding  restoration,  rehabiiitation,  repair,  maintenance,  stabiiization, 
hazardous  materiai  remediation  and  provision  of  handicapped  access,  that  is  not  consistent 
with  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  (36  CFR  part  68)  and 
appiicabie  guideiines; 

•  Removai  of  the  property  from  its  historic  iocation; 

•  Change  of  the  character  of  the  property's  use  or  of  physicai  features  within  the  property's 
setting  that  contribute  to  its  historic  significance; 

•  introduction  of  visuai,  atmospheric  or  audibie  eiements  that  diminish  the  integrity  of  the 
property's  significant  historic  features; 

•  Negiect  of  a  property  which  causes  its  deterioration,  except  where  such  negiect  and 
deterioration  are  recognized  quaiities  of  a  property  of  reiigious  and  cuiturai  significance  to  an 
indian  tribe  or  Native  Hawaiian  organization;  and 

•  Transfer,  iease,  or  saie  of  property  out  of  federai  ownership  or  controi  without  adequate  and 
iegaiiy  enforceabie  restrictions  or  conditions  to  ensure  iong-term  preservation  of  the 
property's  historic  significance. 

in  addition,  for  those  historic  properties  transferred  from  federai  ownership.  Section  35-7037  {Unidentified 
Archeoiogicai  Sites)  of  San  Antonio  Ordinance  80910  prescribes  specific  actions  to  be  foiiowed  when  a 
previousiy  unidentified  archaeoiogicai  site  is  discovered  during  the  course  of  construction  or  demoiition. 
Nonconformance  with  Ordinance  80910  may  resuit  in  the  mandatory  restoration  of  the  buiiding,  object, 
structure,  or  site  to  its  appearance  or  setting  prior  to  the  vioiation.  This  civii  remedy  is  in  addition  to,  and 
not  in  iieu  of,  any  criminai  prosecution  and  penaity. 
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Ordinance  80910  stipulates: 

1 .  The  City  of  San  Antonio  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (HPO)  must  be  contacted  for 
assistance  on  consulting  with  a  qualified  archeologist. 

2.  The  HPO  shall  consult  with  the  qualified  archaeologist  to  determine  the  significance  of 
the  archaeological  finding. 

3.  If  the  HPO  and  archaeologist  concur  that  no  adverse  effect  will  occur  to  the  site,  the 
project  may  proceed. 

4.  If  an  adverse  effect  is  expected,  the  project  shall  be  referred  to  the  City  of  San  Antonio 
Historic  Design  Review  Commission  (HDRC)  with  a  recommendation  for  treatment  at 
its  next  meeting  (or  a  special  meeting  called  for  review),  following  these  procedures: 

•  The  HRDC  shall  consider  ways  to  avoid,  reduce,  or  mitigate  effects  on 
the  site,  while  taking  into  account  the  needs  of  the  project  and 
reasonable  methods  for  carrying  out  the  recommended  plan. 

•  The  HRDC  shall  consider  in-place  preservation,  monitoring,  data 
recovery,  and  commitment  to  the  project. 

5.  Activities  must  proceed  following  these  recommendations,  with  all  work  halted  until  the 
effort  is  completed. 

2.6  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE 

An  environmental  justice  analysis  is  an  examination  of  adverse  impacts  that  would  occur  from  a  proposed 
action  and  its  alternatives  to  determine  whether  these  adverse  impacts  would  disproportionately  affect 
minority  and/or  low-income  populations.  Minority  populations  are  identified  as  Black;  American  Indian, 
Eskimo,  or  Aleut;  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander;  Hispanic;  or  Other.  Low-income  populations  include  families 
below  the  poverty  level  ($1 2,764  for  a  family  of  four  in  1 989,  as  reported  in  the  1 990  Census  of 
Population  and  Housing). 

Region  of  Influence 

The  ROI  is  defined  as  the  community  of  comparison  (COC).  The  COC  is  the  smallest  governmental  or 
geopolitical  unit  that  encompasses  the  impact  footprint  for  each  resource.  Types  of  governmental  units 
that  may  be  identified  as  the  COC  include  cities,  towns,  townships,  counties  (or  portions  thereof), 
parishes,  tribal  governments,  or  resource-specific  agencies,  such  as  an  air  quality  control  board.  For  this 
analysis,  the  COC  was  determined  to  be  Bexar  County, 

Data  Collection 

Much  of  the  information  used  for  the  environmental  justice  analysis  was  derived  from  the  environmental 
justice  analysis  conducted  for  the  EIS  prepared  for  the  disposal  of  Kelly  AFB,  Texas.  Where  additional 
information  was  necessary  to  supplement  the  Kelly  EIS  data,  it  was  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  Census  of  Population  and  Housing  Data  and  Topographically  Integrated  Geographic  Encoding 
and  Referencing  (TIGER)  files. 
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Affected  Environment 


The  affected  environment  section  provided  census  data  for  the  COC  and  the  percentage  of  minority 
and/or  iow-income  persons  in  those  areas. 

Impact  Analysis.  The  EIS  anaiysis  was  used  as  the  basis  for  identifying  environmentai  justice  impacts. 
Adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  aiternatives  that  wouid  not  occur  under  the 
No-Action  Aiternative  were  considered.  The  environmentai  justice  anaiysis  was  necessary  oniy  if  the 
environmentai  impact  anaiysis  indicated  that  there  were  impacts;  if  there  were  no  environmentai  impacts 
on  human  popuiations,  no  disproportionate  environmentai  impacts  on  minority  or  iow-income  popuiations 
resuited.  The  area  in  which  the  projected  adverse  impacts  wouid  occur  is  referred  to  as  the  impact 
footprint  and  was  identified  for  each  resource  examined. 
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Methodological  Approach 

The  methodological  approach  for  the  employment,  income,  population,  housing,  community  services  and 
infrastructure  sections  of  this  document  included  three  basic  steps.  First,  the  new  facility  construction 
(square  feet)  and  direct  on-site  employment  for  each  land  use  development  scenario  identified  in  Chapter 
2.0,  was  used  to  obtain  estimates  of  the  construction  employment  and  operations  period  employment  for 
the  2001-2020  period.  Second,  these  employment  estimates,  by  land  use  category,  were  assigned 
Standard  Industrial  Classification  (SIC)  codes  for  use  in  an  operational  regional  forecasting  and  simulation 
model.  Utilizing  the  rate  of  development  identified  in  Chapter  2.0,  the  cumulative  growth  of  direct,  on-site 
employment  was  developed  for  each  land  use  development  scenario.  Third,  the  model  output,  which 
provides  projections  of  employment,  income,  and  population  change  over  the  forecast  period,  was  used  to 
derive  projections  for  the  three  benchmark  years  of  2005,  201 0,  and  2020.  Using  widely  accepted 
planning  standards  and/or  service  levels,  each  scenario-related  population  change  was  used  to  derive 
estimates  of  the  demand  for  housing,  community  services,  and  infrastructure.  All  referenced  figures  and 
tables  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  appendix. 

Construction  and  Operations  Period  Empioyment  Estimates 

The  new  facility  construction  (square  feet)  estimates  for  each  land  use  development  scenario  provided  in 
Chapter  2.0  were  allocated  to  individual  square  foot  estimates  for  the  type  of  land  use  categories  identified 
in  Chapter  2.0.  Data  on  square  foot  construction  costs  (R.S.  Means,  Co.,  Inc.,  1999)  were  used  to  derive 
an  estimate  of  the  total  construction  costs  involved  with  each  land  use  development  scenario.  Although 
labor  costs  vary  be  location,  types  of  construction,  labor  market  conditions,  labor  force  participation  rates, 
season,  and  a  wide  assortment  of  other  factors,  labor  costs  were  assumed  to  be  50  percent  of  total 
construction  costs  (Stevens,  2000).  Using  an  assumption  of  a  fully-burdened  labor  rate  of  $40  per  hour 
and  a  standard  2,080  hour  year,  the  labor  costs  associated  with  each  land  use  development  scenario 
were  divided  by  $83,200  (40  x  2,080)  to  derive  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  construction  workers 
associated  with  each  land  use  category. 

Data  on  the  square  foot  per  employee  for  different  SIC  code  industries  (Yee  &  Bradford,  1999)  was  then 
used  to  derive  an  estimate  of  the  direct  on-site  employment  once  the  construction  of  facilities  identified  in 
each  land  development  scenario  were  finished.  These  independently  derived  numbers  were  then 
adjusted  to  reflect  the  “operations  period”  employment  estimates,  minus  the  existing  on-base  employment 
of  3,844  at  Brooks  AFB,  provided  in  Chapter  2.0  for  each  scenario. 

Tables  H-1,  H-2,  and  H-3  provide  the  construction  and  operations  employment  associated  with  each  land 
use  development  scenario,  along  with  their  respective  SIC  code  allocation. 

A  summary  of  economic  projections  is  provided  in  Tables  H-7  through  H-1 2.  Tables  H-13  through  H-1 9 
provide  detailed  employment  and  population  projections  for  each  land  use  scenario  assessed  under  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Outgrant  Alternative,  as  well  as  for  the  No-Action  Alternative. 
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Assumed  Cumulative  Growth  of  Direct  On-Site  Employment 

Once  the  allocation  of  employment  to  SIC  codes  had  been  determined,  assumptions  were  made 
regarding  the  cumulative  growth  of  direct  employment  over  the  2001  to  2020  period,  so  that  the  new 
employment  level  could  be  entered  into  the  regional  forecasting  and  simulation  model  as  a  policy  variable 
for  each  scenario.  Tables  H-4,  H-5,  and  H-6  provide  the  details  of  the  assumed  cumulative  growth  in 
employment,  by  SIC  code,  on  the  assumption  that  10  percent  of  the  land  use  development  would  occur 
between  2001-2005,  25  percent  between  2005-2010,  and  65  percent  between  2010-2020.  Note  that  while 
“operations”  employment  would  be  expected  to  steadily  increase  as  facilities  were  built  and  began 
operation,  construction  employment  would  not  be  cumulative  over  time,  but  rather  stay  constant  within  the 
three  separate  time  periods,  or  development  phases.  Construction  workers  are  assumed  to  “move  on”  to 
other  facilities,  buildings,  and  structures,  etc.  once  they  have  finished  the  construction  of  one  facility, 
building  or  structure.  The  numbers  provided  in  Tables  H-4,  H-5,  and  H-6  represent  the  raw  data  (policy 
variable  changes)  entered  into  the  regional  forecasting  and  simulation  model,  for  each  land  use 
development  scenario. 

Regional  Forecasting  and  Simulation  Model 

Model  Overview  -  The  economic-demographic-forecasting  and  simulation  model,  developed  by  Regional 
Economic  Modeling,  Inc.  (REMI)  and  used  for  the  analysis  in  this  document,  is  calibrated  to  many  sub¬ 
national  areas  for  forecasting  and  policy  analysis.  Simulations  with  the  model  are  used  to  estimate  the 
economic  and  demographic  effects  of  policy  initiatives  in  such  areas  as:  economic  development 
programs,  transportation,  infrastructure  investments,  environmental  improvement,  energy  and  natural 
resource  conservation  programs,  and  state  and  local  tax  changes. 

The  REMI  model  is  customized  to  a  particular  region,  in  this  case,  the  San  Antonio  metropolitan  statistical 
area  (MSA),  Texas,  consisting  of  Bexar,  Comal,  Guadaloupe  and  Wilson  counties.  The  model  includes 
state  and  county-specific  data  for  industry-specific  wage  rates,  production  costs,  employment,  profitability 
and  sales  prices,  as  well  as  consumer  prices,  housing  prices,  employment  opportunity,  population,  state 
and  local  government  spending,  investment,  income,  personal  consumption,  and  many  other  variables. 

The  REMI  model  has  the  following  seven  features: 

•  It  is  calibrated  to  local  conditions  using  a  relatively  large  amount  of  local  data,  which  is  likely  to 
improve  its  performance,  especially  under  conditions  of  structural  economic  change. 

•  It  has  an  exceptionally  strong  theoretical  foundation. 

•  It  actually  combines  several  different  kinds  of  analytical  tools  (including  economic-base,  input- 
output,  and  econometric  models),  allowing  it  to  take  advantage  of  each  specific  method’s 
strengths  and  compensate  for  its  weaknesses. 

•  It  allows  users  to  manipulate  an  unusually  large  number  of  input  variables  and  gives  forecasts 
for  an  unusually  large  number  of  output  variables. 

•  It  allows  the  user  to  generate  forecasts  for  any  combination  of  future  years,  allowing  the  user 
special  flexibility  in  analyzing  the  timing  of  economic  impacts. 

•  It  accounts  for  business  cycles. 
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It  has  been  used  by  a  large  number  of  users  under  diverse  conditions  and  has  proven  to 
perform  acceptabiy. 


Modei  Structure  -  The  structure  of  the  modei  incorporates  inter-industry  transactions  and  endogenous  finai 
demand  feedbacks.  In  addition,  the  modei  inciudes:  substitution  among  factors  of  production  in  response 
to  changes  in  reiative  factor  costs,  migration  in  response  to  changes  in  expected  income,  wage  responses 
to  changes  in  iabor  market  conditions,  and  changes  in  the  share  of  iocai  and  export  markets  in  response 
to  changes  in  regionai  profitabiiity  and  production  costs. 

It  uses  theoretical  structural  restrictions  instead  of  individual  econometric  estimates  based  on  single  time- 
series  observations  for  each  region.  The  explicit  structure  of  the  model  facilitates  the  use  of  policy 
variables  that  represent  a  wide  range  of  policy  options  and  the  tracking  of  the  policy  effects  on  all  the 
variables  in  the  model. 

The  inclusion  of  price  responsive  product  and  factor  demands  and  supplies  give  the  REMI  model  much  in 
common  with  computable  general  equilibrium  (CGE)  models.  CGE  models  have  been  widely  used  in 
economic  development,  public  finance  and  international  trade,  and  have  been  more  recently  applied  in 
regional  settings.  Static  CGE  models  usually  invoke  market  clearing  in  all  product  and  factor  markets. 
Dynamic  CGE  models  typically  assume  perfect  foresight  inter-temporal  clearing  of  markets,  or  temporary 
market  clearing  if  expectations  are  imperfect.  The  REMI  model  differs,  however,  because  product  and 
factor  markets  do  not  clear  continuously.  The  time  paths  of  responses  between  variables  are  determined 
by  combining  a  priori  model  structure  with  econometrically  estimated  parameters. 

Although  the  model  contains  a  large  number  of  equations,  the  five  blocks  in  Figure  1  describe  the 
underlying  structure  of  the  REMI  model.  Each  block  contains  several  components  that  are  shown  in 
rectangular  boxes.  The  lines  and  arrows  represent  the  interaction  of  key  components  both  within  and 
between  blocks.  Most  interactions  flow  both  ways  indicating  a  highly  simultaneous  structure.  Block  1 , 
labeled  output  linkages,  forms  the  core  of  the  model.  An  input-output  structure  represents  the  inter¬ 
industry  and  final  demand  linkages  by  industry.  The  interaction  between  block  1  and  the  rest  of  the  model 
is  extensive.  Predicted  outputs  from  block  1  drive  labor  demand  in  block  2.  Labor  demand  interacts  with 
labor  supply  from  block  3  to  determine  wages.  Combined  with  other  factor  costs,  wages  determine 
relative  production  costs  and  relative  profitability  in  block  4  affecting  the  market  shares  in  block  5.  The 
market  shares  are  the  proportions  of  local  demand  in  the  region  in  block  1  and  exogenous  export  demand 
that  local  production  fulfills. 

The  endogenous  final  demands  include  consumption,  investment,  and  state  and  local  government 
demand.  Real  disposable  income  drives  consumption  demands.  An  accounting  identity  defines  nominal 
disposable  income  as  wage  income  from  blocks  2  and  4,  plus  property  income  related  to  population  and 
the  cohort  distribution  of  population  calculated  in  block  3,  plus  transfer  income  related  to  population  less 
employment  and  retirement  population,  minus  taxes.  Nominal  disposable  income  deflated  by  the  regional 
consumer  price  deflator  from  block  4  gives  real  disposable  income.  Optimal  capital  stock  calculated  in 
block  2  drives  stock  adjustment  investment  equations.  Population  in  block  3  drives  state  and  local 
government  final  demand.  The  endogenous  final  demands  combined  with  exports  drive  the  output  block. 

The  use  of  the  REMI  model  for  analysis  of  policy  effects  is  a  two-step  process.  First,  a  regional  baseline 
forecast  (in  this  case,  the  San  Antonio  MSA)  that  uses  a  national  forecast  as  one  of  the  inputs  is 
generated  by  the  model.  Second,  the  direct  effects  of  a  policy  change  (employment  levels)  are  input  into 
the  REMI  model  to  generate  a  forecast  for  the  local  economy  with  the  policy  change  (alternative  forecast). 
The  difference  between  the  baseline  and  alternative  forecasts  thus  gives  the  total  effects  of  a  policy 
change  (direct,  on-site  employment  changes). 
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Direct  effects  of  a  policy  change  are  input  to  the  REMI  model  through  a  large  set  of  policy  variables.  They 
include  industry-specific  variables,  cohort-specific  variables  for  808  age-gender-race  cohorts,  and  final 
demand-specific  variables  for  25  final  demand  sectors.  The  policy  variables  cover  a  wide  range  of 
possible  types  of  inputs  that  make  it  possible  to  analyze  any  policy  that  may  affect  a  sub-national  area. 

Forecasting  With  the  REMI  Model  -  Economic  forecasting,  particularly  regional  economic  forecasting,  is 
difficult  for  several  reasons.  The  variables  determined  outside  of  the  model  (i.e.,  exogenous  variables) 
must  be  forecast,  the  dynamic  structure  of  the  real  economy  must  be  captured  in  the  model,  and  the 
effects  of  processes  such  as  speculative  episodes  that  are  not  included  in  the  model  must  be  foreseen.  In 
addition  to  these  difficulties,  the  forecaster  must  ascertain  the  current  values  of  the  variables  in  the 
economic  model. 

Given  the  difficulties  of  economic  forecasting,  it  may  be  useful  to  think  of  a  model  as  an  instrument  that 
can  correctly  capture  many  of  the  complex  interactions  in  an  economy,  but  may  not  include  some  of  the 
aspects  of  the  economy  that  might  be  foreseen  by  expert  observers.  In  this  instance,  the  model  serves  as 
an  organizing  instrument.  It  provides  a  structure  within  which  various  experts  can  bring  their  knowledge 
together  to  generate  a  coherent  and  consistent  picture  of  the  most  likely  future  of  the  regional  economy, 
as  well  as  alternative  possible  futures. 


H-4 


FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


Figure  H-1  -  Endogenous  Linkages  In  The  REMI  Modei 
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FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


Table  H-13.  Projected  Change  In  Employment,  2005-2020  -  Scenario  A 


Number 

Percent  Difference  with  No-Action  Alternative 

Industry 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Manufacturing  -  Durables 

158 

543 

1,542 

0.59 

1.98 

5.69 

Lumber 

0 

(0) 

(4) 

0.01 

-0.01 

-0.13 

Furniture 

0 

(0) 

(2) 

0.01 

-0.01 

-0.10 

Stone, Clay, Etc 

3 

7 

13 

0.10 

0.27 

0.52 

Primary  Metals 

2 

8 

22 

0.19 

0.61 

1.90 

Fabricated  Metals 

4 

13 

43 

0.14 

0.44 

1.34 

Machin  &  Comput 

15 

54 

154 

0.36 

1.09 

2.71 

Electric  Equip 

120 

414 

1,179 

2.54 

8.66 

29.35 

Motor  Vehicles 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.03 

-0.13 

-0.46 

Rest  Transp  Equip 

(1) 

(4) 

(15) 

-0.03 

-0.15 

-0.57 

Instruments 

14 

53 

157 

1.80 

7.06 

25.07 

Misc  Manufact 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

0.00 

-0.03 

-0.13 

Manufacturing  -  Non-Durables 

49 

165 

475 

0.18 

0.63 

1.92 

Food 

1 

2 

3 

0.01 

0.03 

0.03 

Tobacco  Manuf 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.04 

Textiles 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.02 

-0.10 

-0.32 

Apparel 

0 

(1) 

(2) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.07 

Paper 

0 

(0) 

(1) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.05 

Printing 

48 

167 

483 

0.79 

2.69 

7.38 

Chemicals 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

-0.01 

-0.05 

-0.22 

Petro  Products 

0 

0 

0 

0.03 

0.08 

0.12 

Rubber 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

0.00 

-0.02 

-0.05 

Leather 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.02 

-0.08 

-0.29 

Mining 

1 

3 

4 

0.04 

0.09 

0.18 

Construction 

175 

488 

954 

0.33 

0.93 

1.86 

Transportation/Public  Utilities 

40 

112 

290 

0.11 

0.32 

0.88 

Railroad 

0 

1 

3 

0.06 

0.19 

0.53 

Trucking 

15 

52 

143 

0.17 

0.58 

1.69 

Local&Interurban 

10 

16 

37 

0.44 

0.70 

1.44 

Air  Transportation 

5 

17 

54 

0.07 

0.20 

0.59 

Other  Transport 

0 

0 

(0) 

0.01 

0.01 

-0.01 

Communication 

7 

19 

36 

0.06 

0.18 

0.43 

Public  Utilities 

2 

6 

17 

0.10 

0.32 

0.89 

Finance/Insurance/Real  Estate 

122 

454 

1,307 

0.14 

0.52 

1.46 

Banking 

30 

101 

278 

0.20 

0.70 

2.10 

Insurance 

20 

75 

206 

0.07 

0.24 

0.63 

Credit  &  Finance 

34 

136 

378 

0.24 

0.98 

3.10 

Real  Estate 

39 

143 

444 

0.15 

0.51 

1.43 

Retail  Trade 

381 

1,202 

3,293 

0.22 

0.68 

1.79 

Eating  &  Drinking 

132 

445 

1,300 

0.21 

0.65 

1.68 

Rest  of  Retail 

249 

758 

1,993 

0.23 

0.70 

1.87 

Wholesale  Trade 

57 

193 

559 

0.15 

0.49 

1.39 

Services 

1,030 

3,522 

10,190 

0.29 

0.92 

2.42 

Flotels 

31 

106 

301 

0.24 

0.73 

1.78 

Pers  Serv  &  Rep 

82 

270 

768 

0.34 

1.09 

2.97 

Private  Household 

9 

26 

70 

0.09 

0.26 

0.67 

Auto  Rep&Serv 

21 

72 

222 

0.14 

0.45 

1.26 

Misc  Bus  Serv 

489 

1,738 

5,009 

0.56 

1.83 

4.96 

Amusem  &  Rec 

20 

66 

191 

0.10 

0.29 

0.74 

Motion  Pictures 

18 

19 

19 

0.78 

0.77 

0.75 

Medical 

8 

32 

196 

0.01 

0.03 

0.17 

Misc  Prof  Serv 

183 

630 

1,812 

0.40 

1.26 

3.18 

Education 

48 

154 

432 

0.31 

0.97 

2.48 

Non-Prof  Org 

122 

409 

1,167 

0.39 

1.26 

3.47 

Agric/Forestry/Fishing  Services 

6 

20 

56 

0.08 

0.24 

0.59 

Government 

122 

444 

1,611 

0.06 

0.22 

0.75 

State  and  Local 

122 

444 

1,611 

0.11 

0.38 

1.28 

Federal  Civilian 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Federal  Military 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Employment 

2,140 

7,146 

20,280 

0.21 

0.68 

1.84 

FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 
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Table  H-14.  Population  Projections  by  Age  Cohort:  Scenario  A,  No-Action  Alternative,  and  Differences  with  No-Action  Alternative 

San  Antonio  MSA  without  Scenario  A  Scenario  A 


San  Antonio  MSA  With  Scenario  A _  _ (No-Action  Aiternative) _  (Differences  with  No-Action  Aiternative) 


Cohort 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

0-4  years 

160,608 

170,069 

196,212 

160,373 

169,138 

193,133 

235 

931 

3,079 

5-19  years 

417,088 

454,602 

512,618 

416,734 

452,965 

505,443 

354 

1,637 

7,175 

20-24  years 

129,251 

137,328 

160,944 

129,084 

136,694 

158,950 

167 

634 

1,994 

25-44  years 

450,471 

448,325 

482,386 

449,981 

446,148 

473,820 

490 

2,177 

8,566 

45-64  years 

382,316 

423,957 

416,365 

382,194 

423,385 

413,551 

122 

572 

2,814 

65  -1-  years 

195,551 

225,139 

315,278 

195,546 

225,097 

314,895 

5 

42 

383 

Totai 

1,735,285 

1 ,859,420 

2,083,803 

1,733,912 

1 ,853,427 

2,059,792 

1,373 

5,993 

24,01 1 

MSA  =  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
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FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


Table  H-15.  Projected  Change  In  Employment,  2005-2020  -  Scenario  B 


Number 

Percent  Difference  with  No-Action  Alternative 

Industry 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Manufacturing  -  Durables 

316 

1,098 

3,122 

1.18 

4.00 

11.52 

Lumber 

0 

0 

(2) 

0.01 

0.20 

-0.08 

Furniture 

0 

0 

(1) 

0.01 

0.01 

-0.04 

Stone, Clay,  Etc 

3 

8 

18 

0.10 

0.30 

0.69 

Primary  Metals 

6 

19 

51 

0.45 

14.94 

4.48 

Fabricated  Metals 

7 

26 

86 

0.24 

0.84 

2.66 

Machin  &  Comput 

53 

183 

516 

1.25 

3.71 

9.10 

Electric  Equip 

197 

688 

1,959 

4.16 

14.38 

48.77 

Motor  Vehicles 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.03 

-0.13 

-0.47 

Rest  Transp  Equip 

(1) 

(4) 

(16) 

-0.03 

-0.02 

-0.60 

Instruments 

51 

180 

515 

6.43 

24.11 

82.24 

Misc  Manufact 

0 

(0) 

(1) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.07 

Manufacturing  -  Non-Durables 

102 

352 

1,008 

0.38 

1.34 

4.08 

Food 

1 

3 

5 

0.02 

0.03 

0.06 

Tobacco  Manuf 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

Textiles 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.02 

-0.09 

-0.30 

Apparel 

0 

(0) 

(1) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.04 

Paper 

0 

1 

3 

0.03 

0.08 

0.26 

Printing 

100 

349 

1,004 

1.65 

5.63 

15.36 

Chemicals 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.01 

-0.04 

-0.18 

Petro  Products 

0 

0 

0 

0.04 

0.10 

0.21 

Rubber 

0 

1 

4 

0.02 

0.04 

0.15 

Leather 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

-0.02 

-0.10 

-0.37 

Mining 

2 

4 

7 

0.04 

0.12 

0.31 

Construction 

166 

479 

1,016 

0.31 

0.91 

1.98 

Transportation/Public  Utilities 

56 

171 

482 

0.16 

0.49 

1.46 

Railroad 

1 

2 

5 

0.10 

0.31 

0.94 

Trucking 

27 

92 

269 

0.29 

1.04 

3.18 

Local  &  Interurban 

10 

18 

43 

0.45 

0.76 

1.65 

Air  Transportation 

7 

26 

90 

0.09 

0.31 

0.97 

Other  Transport 

0 

1 

2 

0.02 

0.05 

0.11 

Communication 

9 

24 

49 

0.07 

0.22 

0.58 

Public  Utilities 

3 

8 

24 

0.13 

0.43 

1.25 

Finance/Insurance/Real  Estate 

130 

439 

1,283 

0.15 

0.50 

1.44 

Banking 

34 

114 

326 

0.23 

0.79 

2.47 

Insurance 

22 

69 

193 

0.07 

0.22 

0.59 

Credit  &  Finance 

34 

114 

310 

0.24 

0.82 

2.53 

Real  Estate 

39 

142 

454 

0.15 

0.50 

1.46 

Retail  Trade 

293 

967 

2,741 

0.17 

0.55 

1.49 

Eating  &  Drinking 

113 

389 

1,197 

0.18 

0.57 

1.55 

Rest  of  Retail 

181 

578 

1,544 

0.17 

0.53 

1.45 

Wholesale  Trade 

87 

310 

940 

0.23 

0.79 

2.33 

Services 

781 

2,724 

8,124 

0.22 

0.71 

1.93 

Flotels 

33 

114 

331 

0.25 

0.79 

1.96 

Pers  Serv  &  Rep 

56 

189 

543 

0.23 

0.76 

2.10 

Priyate  Flousehold 

9 

29 

81 

0.10 

0.29 

0.78 

Auto  Rep  &  Serv 

23 

83 

274 

0.15 

0.51 

1.55 

Misc  Bus  Serv 

326 

1,154 

3,420 

0.37 

1.21 

3.39 

Amusem  &  Rec 

24 

82 

258 

0.11 

0.36 

1.00 

Motion  Pictures 

0 

1 

1 

0.02 

0.05 

0.05 

Medical 

11 

43 

230 

0.01 

0.04 

0.20 

Misc  Prof  Serv 

163 

571 

1,703 

0.36 

1.15 

2.99 

Education 

45 

153 

430 

0.30 

0.96 

2.47 

Non-Prof  Org 

91 

304 

853 

0.29 

0.94 

2.54 

Agric/Forestry/Fishing  Services 

6 

21 

63 

0.08 

0.25 

0.67 

Government 

91 

388 

1,478 

0.05 

0.19 

0.69 

State  and  Local 

91 

388 

1,478 

0.08 

0.33 

1.17 

Federal  Civilian 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Federal  Military 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Employment 

2,090 

6,952 

20,260 

0.20 

0.66 

1.84 

FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 
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Table  H-16.  Population  Projections  by  Age  Cohort:  Scenario  B,  No-Action  Alternative,  and  Differences  with  No-Action  Alternative 

Scenario  B 


San  Antonio  MSA  with  Scenario  B 

San  Antonio  MSA  without  Scenario  B 
(No-Action  Alternative) 

(Differences  with  No-Action 
Alternative) 

Cohort 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

0-4  years 

160,600 

170,032 

196,085 

160,373 

169,138 

193,133 

227 

894 

2,952 

5-19  years 

417,077 

454,534 

512,313 

416,734 

452,965 

505,443 

343 

1,569 

6,870 

20-24  years 

129,245 

137,303 

160,863 

129,084 

136,694 

158,950 

161 

609 

1,913 

25-44  years 

450,451 

448,239 

482,031 

449,981 

446,148 

473,820 

470 

2,091 

8,211 

45-64  years 

382,312 

423,936 

416,243 

382,194 

423,385 

413,551 

118 

551 

2,692 

65  +  years 

195,550 

225,138 

315,260 

195,546 

225,097 

314,895 

4 

41 

365 

Total 

1,735,235 

1,859,182 

2,082,795 

1,733,912 

1,853,427 

2,059,792 

1,323 

5,755 

23,003 

MSA  =  Metropolitan  Stastical  Area 
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FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 


Table  H-17.  Projected  Change  in  Employment,  2005-2020  -  Scenario  C 


Number 

Percent  Difference  With  No-Action  Alternative 

Industry 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Manufacturing  -  Durables 

273 

949 

1.02 

1.49 

9.90 

Lumber 

0 

(0) 

(5) 

0.00 

-0.02 

-0.17 

Furniture 

0 

(0) 

(2) 

0.01 

-0.01 

-0.12 

Stone,  Clay,  Etc 

3 

to 

19 

0.11 

0.36 

0.75 

Primary  Metals 

5 

15 

40 

0.36 

1.18 

3.55 

Fabricated  Metals 

6 

23 

74 

0.22 

0.74 

2.29 

Machin  &  Comput 

37 

128 

356 

0.89 

2.60 

6.27 

Electric  Equip 

187 

655 

1,869 

3.96 

13.70 

46.55 

Motor  Vehicles 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

-0.04 

-0.18 

-0.63 

Rest  Transp  Equip 

(1) 

(5) 

(21) 

-0.04 

-0.21 

-0.80 

Instruments 

35 

126 

359 

4.40 

16.88 

57.39 

MIsc  Manufact 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

0.00 

-0.03 

-0.15 

Manufacturing  -  Non-Durables 

103 

355 

1,016 

0.39 

1.36 

4.11 

Food 

2 

4 

5 

0.02 

0.04 

0.06 

Tobacco  Manuf 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

0.00 

0.00 

-0.04 

Textiles 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

-0.03 

-0.13 

-0.43 

Apparel 

0 

(1) 

(3) 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.08 

Paper 

0 

0 

1 

0.01 

0.02 

0.06 

Printing 

102 

355 

1,023 

1.68 

5.73 

15.64 

Chemicals 

(0) 

(1) 

(4) 

-0.01 

-0.07 

-0.29 

Petro  Products 

0 

0 

0 

0.04 

0.11 

0.19 

Rubber 

0 

0 

0 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

Leather 

(0) 

(1) 

(3) 

-0.02 

-0.11 

-0.44 

Mining 

2 

4 

7 

0.05 

0.13 

0.29 

Construction 

192 

633 

1,278 

0.36 

1.21 

2.49 

Transportation/Public  Utilities 

60 

180 

490 

0.17 

0.52 

1.48 

Railroad 

1 

2 

5 

0.10 

0.31 

0.88 

Trucking 

27 

94 

268 

0.30 

1.05 

3.17 

Local  &  Interurban 

11 

20 

50 

0.49 

0.86 

1.93 

Air  Transportation 

8 

26 

87 

0.10 

0.32 

0.94 

Other  Transport 

0 

1 

1 

0.02 

0.03 

0.05 

Communication 

10 

28 

53 

0.09 

0.26 

0.63 

Public  Utilities 

3 

9 

26 

0.15 

0.47 

1.34 

Finance/Insurance/Real  Estate 

148 

520 

1,490 

0.17 

0.59 

1.67 

Banking 

39 

131 

360 

0.26 

0.91 

2.73 

Insurance 

23 

77 

207 

0.08 

0.25 

0.63 

Credit  &  Finance 

36 

130 

350 

0.26 

0.93 

2.87 

Real  Estate 

50 

182 

573 

0.19 

0.65 

1.84 

Retail  Trade 

443 

1,463 

4,067 

0.26 

0.83 

2.21 

Eating  &  Drinking 

177 

605 

1,793 

0.28 

0.88 

2.32 

Rest  of  Retail 

266 

858 

2,275 

0.24 

0.79 

2.13 

Wholesale  Trade 

89 

309 

903 

0.24 

0.79 

2.24 

Services 

1,370 

4,636 

13,400 

0.39 

1.21 

3.18 

Hotels 

33 

109 

310 

0.24 

0.76 

1.84 

Pers  Serv  &  Rep 

106 

362 

1,025 

0.45 

1.46 

3.96 

Private  Household 

12 

37 

101 

0.12 

0.37 

0.96 

Auto  Rep  &  Serv 

27 

96 

301 

0.18 

0.59 

1.71 

Misc  Bus  Serv 

661 

2,320 

6,668 

0.75 

2.44 

6.60 

Amusem  &  Reo 

29 

97 

287 

0.14 

0.43 

1.11 

Motion  Pictures 

1 

1 

2 

0.03 

0.06 

0.07 

Medical 

46 

43 

274 

0.05 

0.04 

0.24 

Misc  Prof  Serv 

252 

886 

2,546 

0.55 

1.77 

4.47 

Education 

52 

172 

464 

0.34 

1.08 

2.67 

Non-Prof  Org 

151 

513 

1,425 

0.49 

1.58 

4.24 

Agric/Forestry/Fishing  Services 

8 

27 

78 

0.10 

0.32 

0.82 

Government 

152 

575 

2,129 

0.08 

0.28 

0.99 

State  and  Local 

152 

575 

2,129 

0.14 

0.05 

1.69 

Federal  Civilian 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Federal  Military 

0 

0 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Employment 

2,839 

9,649 

27,540 

0.28 

0.92 

2.49 

FEIS  for  the  Brooks  City  Base  Project 
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Table  H-18.  Population  Projections  by  Age  Cohort:  Scenario  C,  No-Action  Alternative,  and  Differences  with  No-Action  Alternative 

Scenario  C 


San  Antonio  MSA  with  Scenario  C 

San  Antonio  MSA  without  Scenario  C 
(No-Action  Alternative) 

(Differences  with  No-Action 
Alternative) 

Cohort 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

2005 

2010 

2020 

0-4  years 

160,684 

170,392 

197,297 

160,373 

169,138 

193,133 

311 

1,254 

4,164 

5-19  years 

417,203 

455,161 

515,139 

416,734 

452,965 

505,443 

469 

2,196 

9,696 

20-24  years 

129,306 

137,549 

161,645 

129,084 

136,694 

158,950 

222 

855 

2,695 

25-44  years 

450,627 

449,074 

485,406 

449,981 

446,148 

473,820 

646 

2,926 

11,586 

45-64  years 

382,357 

424,152 

417,345 

382,194 

423,385 

413,551 

163 

767 

3,794 

65  -1-  years 

195,552 

225,152 

315,410 

195,546 

225,097 

314,895 

6 

55 

515 

TOTAL 

1,735,729 

1,861,480 

2,092,242 

1,733,912 

1,853,427 

2,059,792 

1,817 

8,053 

32,450 

MSA  =  Metropolitan  Statistioal  Area 
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Table  H-19.  Projected  Employment  (Thousands)  By  Industry  San  Antonio  MSA  - 

No-Action  Alternative 


Industry 

2005 

2010 

2020 

Manufacturing  -  Durables 

26.797 

27.483 

27.112 

Lumber 

2.799 

2.866 

2.919 

Furniture 

1.419 

1.468 

1 .659 

Stone, Clay,  Etc 

2.800 

2.733 

2.583 

Primary  Metals 

1.277 

1.259 

1.139 

Fabricated  Metals 

2.979 

3.065 

3.249 

Machinery  &  Computers 

4.223 

4.927 

5.675 

Electriconic  Equipment 

4.728 

4.782 

4.015 

Motor  Vehicles 

0.535 

0.525 

0.516 

Rest  Transportation  Equipment 

2.537 

2.527 

2.596 

Instruments 

0.8 

0.745 

0.626 

Misc.  Manufacturing 

2.699 

2.586 

2.135 

Manufacturing  -  Non-Durables 

26.410 

26.188 

24.732 

Food 

8.456 

8.502 

8.586 

Tobacco  Manufacturing 

0.041 

0.035 

0.038 

Textiles 

1.066 

0.963 

0.705 

Apparel 

4.489 

4.197 

3.196 

Paper 

1.176 

1.225 

1 .280 

Printing 

6.0600 

6.200 

6.538 

Chemicals 

1.291 

1.345 

1 .342 

Petroleum  Products 

0.103 

0.093 

0.074 

Rubber 

2.442 

2.485 

2.327 

Leather 

1.286 

1.143 

0.647 

Mining 

3.770 

3.271 

2.306 

Construction 

53.212 

52.464 

51.407 

Transportation/Public  Utilities 

35.219 

34.605 

33.080 

Railroad 

0.755 

0.689 

0.566 

T  rucking 

9.067 

8.933 

8.462 

Local  &  Interurban 

2.222 

2.341 

2.607 

Air  T ransportation 

7.643 

8.172 

9.196 

Other  Transportation 

1.652 

1.735 

1.913 

Communication 

11.913 

10.768 

8.42 

Public  Utilities 

1.967 

1.966 

1.915 

Finance/Insurance/Real  Estate 

85.538 

87.584 

89.347 

Banking 

14.898 

14.421 

13.222 

Insurance 

29.81 

31.017 

32.837 

Credit  &  Finance 

14.1  12 

13.891 

12.219 

Real  Estate 

26.719 

28.255 

31 .069 

Retail  Trade 

173.482 

177.238 

183.965 

Eating  &  Drinking 

63.865 

68.446 

77.281 

Rest  of  Retail 

109.617 

108.792 

106.684 

Wholesale  T rade 

37.634 

39.258 

40.320 

Services 

352.910 

382.182 

421.076 

Hotels 

13.376 

14.487 

16.904 

Personal  Serv  &  Rep 

23.919 

24.777 

25.892 

Private  Household 

9.810 

10.018 

10.449 

Auto  Repair  &  Services 

15.147 

16.173 

17.604 

Misc.  Business  Services 

87.817 

95.132 

100.972 

Amusements  Recreation 

20.668 

22.710 

25.774 

Motion  Pictures 

2.306 

2.408 

2.509 

Medical 

87.945 

98.191 

1  12.981 

Misc.  Professional  Services 

45.804 

49.904 

56.939 

Education 

15.259 

15.951 

17.412 

Non-Profit  Organizations 

30.859 

32.430 

33.640 

Agric/Forestry/Fishing  Services 

7.681 

8.313 

9.429 

Government 

193.510 

204.199 

215.643 

State  and  Local 

109.698 

1 17.234 

126.244 

Federal  Civilian 

38.736 

39.812 

40.448 

Federal  Military 

45.076 

47.154 

48.971 

Total  Employment 

1003.29 

1049.531 

1104.518 
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APPENDIX  I 

AGENCY  LETTERS  AND  CERTIFICATIONS 


W|i  Historical 


Commission 


The  State  Agency  for  Historic  Preservation 


February  17,  1999 

Lt  Col  Wiffiam  E.  Merrill 

311CES/CC 

8103  9*  Street 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  TX  78235-5355 

Re:  Project  review  under  Section  1 06  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1 966,  Preliminary  Draft, 
Historic  Building  Inventory  and  Evaluation  of  Cold  War  Era  Buildings,  Brooks  AFB,  Beaxr 
Comity,  TX  (N25,  NIO) 

Dear  Lt  Col  Merrill: 

Thank  you  for  your  correspondence  describing  the  above  referenced  project.  This  letter  serves  as  comment 
on  the  proposed  imdertaking  from  F.  Lawerence  Oaks,  Executive  Director  of  the  Texas  Historical 
Commission  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  Section  1 10  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  mandates  federal  agencies  to  inventory,  evaluate,  and  nominate  historic  properties  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Under  the  Defense  Appropriations  Act  of  1991,  the  DOD  is  required  to  review 
Cold  War-era  resources  for  their  eligibility  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

The  review  staff,  led  by  Gregory  Smith,  has  completed  its  review  of  the  following  ptoperties  by  applying 
federal  criteria  for  historical  designation:  , ' 

•  Cold  War  Era  resources  (1945  through  1991),  Brooks  AFB,  Bexar  County,  TX 

The  Texas  SHPO  concurs  that  the  178  properties  surveyed  are  NOT  ELIGIBLE  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  for  their  associations  with  the  Cold  War.  Properties  within  the  USAFSAM-100 
area  and  the  supporting  Veterinarian  Services  Colony,  however,  may  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  as  a  discontmuous  district  directly  associated  wi  th  the  “Man  in  Space"  program, 
contexts  for  which  have  been  established  by  the  National  Park  Service.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
our  review  or  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  contact  Gregory  Smith  at  512/463-6013. 

We  look  forward  to  further  consultation  with  your  office  and  hope  to  maintain  a  partnership  that  will  foster 
effective  historic  preservation.  Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  in  this  federal  review  process,  and  for  your 
efforts  to  preserve  the  irreplaceable  heritage  of  Texas. 


Sincerely, 


,2:', 


Gregory  W.  Smith,  Histonan 
for  F.  Lawerence  Oaks,  SHPO 
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Texas 
Historical 
C  O  M  M  I  s  S-I  o  N 


The  State  Agency  for  Historic  Preservation 


Department  OF  antiquities  protection 


and 

Department  of  architecture 

and 

National  Register  Department 


July  8,  1995 


Robert  M.  Hudson.  Colonel,  USAF 
Headquarters  70th  Air  Base  Group  (AFMC) 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 
70  ABG/CC 
3203  2nd  Street  Suite  1 
Brooks  AFB.  TX  78235-5304 

Re;  Final  Historic  Preservation  Plan  for  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Bexar  County,  TX 
(Air  Force,  FI,  D2,  Nl,  F3.  D3,  N3) 


Dear  Colonel  Hudson: 

Thank  you  for  submitting  the  final  Historic  Preservation  Plan  (HPP)  for  Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  The 
Department  of  Antiquities  Protection  reviews  archeological  properties;  the  National  Register  Department 
reviews  National  Register  eligibility  of  buildings,  structures,  objects,  and  districts,  while  the  Department 
of  Architecture  reviews  effects  on  eligible  properties. 

In  general,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  Historic  Preservation  Plan  is  appropriate  and  thoughtful.  We  accept  it 
as  evidence  of  compliance  with  provisions  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended 
(NHPA).  The  plan  will  undoubtedly  prove  to  be  a  valuable  tool  for  historic  properties  management.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  Brooks  AFB  to  meet  other  stated  goals  and  responsibilities  of  the  NHPA. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  archaeology,  please  contact  Dan  Potter  at  (512)  463-5865.  Questions 
related  to  the  eligibility  of  structure  or  objects  should  be  directed  to  Amy  Dasc  at  (512)  463-5942,  and 
inquiries  related  to  mitigation  of  stmetures  should  be  directed  to  Sharon  Fleming  at  (5 1 2)  463-6268. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  cultural  heritage  of  Texas,  and  for  your  compliance  with  this  federal 
review  process. 


cc  Dan  Potter,  THC  Department  of  Antiquities  Protection 
Amy  Dase,  THC  National  Register  Department 
Richard  Waldman,  Base  Cultural  Resources  Officer,  Brooks  AFB 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  SlITH  HUMAN  SYSTEMS  WING  {AFM<:;) 
BROOKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  TEXAS 


0  il  AU?  2C00 


311HSW/EM 
8103  9*  Street 

Brooks  AFB  TX  78235-5355 

Mr.  F.  Lawerence  Oaks,  SFIPO 
Texas  Historical  Commission 
P.O.  Box  12276 
Austin,  Texas  78711-2276 

Dear  Mr.  Oaks 

The  Air  Force  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Slntement  (EIS)  for  the 
Brooks  City  Base  Project  (BCBP)  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas.  The  E  li!  will  analyze  the 
Proposed  Action  (transfer  of  Brooks  AFB  to  non-federal  ownership)  and  twui  alternatives:  (1) 
retention  of  ownership  of  Brooks  AFB  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  outgrantinj  i^e.g.,  lease)  of 
parcels,  property,  or  infrastructm-e  to  non-federal  entities  and  (2)  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The 
Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to  prepare  the  EIS  was  published  in  the  16  June  2000i.  Federal  Register 
and  a  Public  Scoping  meeting  was  held  on  12  July  2000,  in  Sail  Antonio. 

The  current  status  of  cultural  resources  at  Brooks  AFB  is  as  follows: 

■  The  entirety  of  the  installation  has  been  surveyed  for  prehistoric  anc  Liistoric 
archaeological  resources  and  found  to  be  essentially  devoid  of  them  Geomarine  1 995). 
The  installation  is  heavily  disturbed  from  previous  construction  and  Operational  use  and 
there  is  low  probability  for  imexpected  discoveries.  Your  office  has  concurred  with  these 
findings  and  indicated  that  no  further  archaeological  investigations  uce  required.  Because 
of  the  degree  of  disturbance,  the  probability  for  traditional  cultural  jiHoperties  is  low  as 
well. 

•  Building  67 1  (Hangar  No.  9),  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  in  1 970  and  was 
designated  a  National  Historic  Landmark  in  1974. 

■  Buildings  538  (Air  Base  Group  Headquarters)  and  1 1 76  (Armory),  liave  been  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  by  your  office. 

■  A  Cold  War-era  historic  building  inventory  and  evaluation  was  com^ileted  in  1998  (Earth 
Tech,  Inc.  and  Planning  Consultants  Research  1998).  With  your  concurrence,  none  of  the 
178  Cold  War-era  facilities  evaluated  were  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register. 
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■  A  historic  building  evaluation,  under  the  Man  in  Space  historic  conl<iXt,  is  currently  in 
progress  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  -IOC  lieries  buildings  area 
and  the  Veterinarian  Sciences  Support  Colony.  A  draft  copy  of  this  uvaluation  will  be 
provided  to  your  office  for  review  and  any  conunents  upon  complet  om. 

Both  the  transfer  and  outgrant  of  Brooks  AFB  have  the  potential  to  affeol:  historic  properties 
that  have  been  identified,  or  may  be  identified  through  the  Man  in  Space  evciluation.  Therefore, 
in  accordance  with  36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  800.3,  the  Air  Force  is  herein  initiating 
consultation  with  your  office  so  as  to  incorporate  the  Section  1 06  process  an  early  as  possible  into 
EIS  planning.  Our  intent  is  to  ensure  that  historic  properties  are  appropriately  identified  and 
considered  during  the  BCBP  EIS  process  and  to  solicit  any  comments  or  que^stions  that  you 
might  have  at  this  stage  of  the  EIS  preparation. 

Comments  or  questions  may  be  directed  to  Mr.  Jonathan  D.  Farthing,  AFCEE/ECA, 

3207  North  Road,  Brooks  AFB  TX  78235-5363,  (210)  536-3668. 

Sincerely 


ARTHUR  w.  hatfe;;;.d 


Director,  Environment; il  Management 


ccC: 

311  ABG/CE 
HQ  AFCEE/ECA 
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